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To 

The,  Compiler  of  "  The  Lam  of  Evidenced 

BosTOir,  Ajaril  12, 1856. 

I  HAVE  examined  your  -work, 'entitled  "The  Law  of  Evi- 
DEifCE,"  and  have  no  doubt  that  it  will  fuUy  naeet  a  want 
that  must  have  been  felt  by  every  practising  lawyer. 

It  presents,  in  a  compact  and  convenient  form,  under 
very  minute  and  appropriate  heads,  the  exact  points  which 
have  been  decided  in  this  branch  of  the  law,  and  the  precise 
facts  upon  which  those  points  arose,  and  thus  enables  one,  at 
a  glance,  to  ascertain  with  accuracy  whether  his  particular 
case  has  been  passed  upon  by  the  courts. 

To  arrive  at  this  result,  it  has  heretofore  been  necessary  to 
turn  over  the  now  almost  numberless  English  and  American 
Digests,  and  to  examine  the  numerous  cases,  cited  under 
general  heads,  in  the  text  books  upon  evidence,  a  labor 
which  is  every  day  becoming  more  and  more  arduous. 

I  have  reason  to  believe  that  your  compilation  will  greatly 
abridge  this  labor,  and  that  you  are  therefore  entitled  to  the 
thanks  and  patronage  of  the  profession. 

KUEFS  CHOATE. 

Having  read  the  foregoing  opinion  of  Hon.  Eufus  Choate, 
and  having  examined  the  book  he  refers  to,  I  fuUy  concur  in 
opinion  with  him  as  to  its  value  and  merits. 

GEOEGE  WOOD. 

New-Yoek,  April  15, 1856. 
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PREFACE. 


Is  a  somewhat  extensive  practice  of  the  profession  of  the 
law  for  more  than  twenty  years,  I  have  deeply  felt  the  need 
of  a  fiiU  and  compact  digest  of  the  various  decisions  upon 
the  law  of  evidence.  No  branch  of  legal  learning  is  really 
30  difficult  of  attainment,  and  at  the  same  time  so  absolutely 
requisite  for  the  successful  practitioner.  The  most  nice  and 
perplexing  questions  arise  upon  the  trial  of  almost  every 
cause,  and  distracted  as  the  nund  often  is  in  the  hurry  of  a 
nisi  prius  trial,  it  is  next  to  impossible  to  be  so  guarded 
that  no  advantage  can  be  taken  by  the  keen,  ready  and 
practiced  lawyer.  The  adroit  practitioner,  whose  object  may 
be  to  see  the  full  hand  of  his  adversary  without  a  disclosure 
of  his  own,  that  on  a  second  trial  he  may  the  more  skillfully 
prepare  his  defence,  so  artfully  raises  and  presents  objections 
to  testimony,  that  he  obtains  what  he  desires,  a  ruling  against 
himself,  which,  upon  thorough  examination,  turns  out  to  be 
erroneous.  His  object  is  attained,  as  the  verdict  must  be  set 
aside,  his  exceptions  having  been  well  taken  to  the  ruling  ofi 
the  judge.  He  who  has  been  just  admitted  to  the  bar,  al- 
though he  has  carefully  studied  the  various  treatises  upon 
evidence,  finds  here,  upon  his  earliest  assay  in  court,  the 
pons  asinorum,  which  appears  to  him  so  insurmountable. 
In  vain  does  he  recur  ta  the  reading  which  he  has  laid  up 
in  the  storehouse  of  his  memory  for  relief  from  the  obstacles 
which  beset  his  path.  He  has  upon  his  lips  the  rule,  but 
the  application  of  that  rule  is  the  cause  of  all  his  perplexity. 
Could  he  put  his  hand  upon  the  volume,  he  would  find  in 
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some  reported  case  all  his  difficulties  cleared  away  by  the 
luminious  decision  of  an  able  and  experienced  judge. 

It  will  be  borne  in  mind,  that  the  invaluable  treatises  of 
Phillips  and  Greenleaf  furnish  but  the  rules  which  obtain 
in  the  law  of  evidence ;  the  great  difficulty  lies  in  the  appli- 
cation of  the  rule  to  the  particular  point  under  examination. 
Not  a  cause  is  tried  that  does  not  task  all  the  skill  and  learn- 
ing of  the  advocate  and  the  judge,  upon  the  introduction  of 
the  testimony.  In  my  common  place-book,  of  which  tliis 
compilation  is  little  more  than  a  copy,  I  find  that  nearly  one- 
half  of  it  is  devoted  to^the  subject  of  evidence.  I  have  there 
jotted  down,  as  time  and  opportunity  would  permit,  the 
decisions  of  the  different  courts  in  all  of  the  States  of  the 
Union,  as  I  passed  hours  in  those  general  libraries,  where 
all  the  reports  are  gathered ;  and  in  my  own  study  I  have 
enriched  my  vade  mecum  by  quoting  from  the  most  invalu- 
able TJ.  S.  Digest  of  Mr.  Putnam,  as  well  as  those  of  Messrs. 
Minot  and  Hennen.  To  the  compilers  of  those  works  the 
profession  owes  a  debt  of  lasting  gratitude,  for  the  learning 
and  fidelity  displayed  by  these  eminent  jurists. 

At  the  solicitation  of  some  partial  friends,  I  resolved  to 
prepare  from  my  notes  the  following  compilation,  and  cannot 
but  hope  that  the  judge  as  well  as  the  counsellor  will  find  it 
a  convenient  and  useful  compend  of  the  law  of  evidence.  I 
have  carefully  examined  the  reports  of  all  the  States  up  to 
the  present  time,  and  the  reader  will  here  find  a  reference 
to  the  latest  adjudications. 

As  the  object  of  this  book  is  to  indicate  a  decision  upon 
controverted  questions;  I  have  carefully  avoided  giving  an 
opinion,  simply  referring  to  the  reported  case,  or  to  the  rule 
as  laid  down  in  works  of  acknowledged  authority, 

THE  COMPILER. 
New-  Yorh,  April,  1856. 


TITLES  DIVISIONS  AND  SUBDIVISIONS. 


PAGE 

Ac<x)TOT  Books  and  othee  'WEmNQS, 314 

Admissions  and  Declarations, 380 

(a.)  In  View  of  Compromise, 380 

(6.)  By  Husband  and  Wife, 382 

(a)  By  Agent  and  Attorney, 387 

(d)  By  Partners, 394 

(e.)  Implied  from  Conduct, 298 

(/.)  By  Account  Kendered, 403 

(g.)  Judicial  Admissions, ^ 407 

{h.)  Parties  to  Notes,  Deeds,  &c., 418 

(i.)  Part  of  the  Ees  Gestce, :- 420 

(/)  Of  Parties  in  Suits, 430 

(Jc.)  Genef  ally, , 438 

Adthentioation  and  Pkoof  op  Reookds,  and  'WmriNQS  not  Judicial,  ....  284 

(a.)  Proof  of  Records 284 

(i.)  Proof  of  Public  "Writings  not  Judicial,  Deeds,  Ac, 299 

(c.)  Proof  of  Wills, 311 

(d.)  Generally 312 

Best  and  Seoondabt  Eyidence, 153 

BuKDEN  OF  Pkoof 268 

Chakactek, 339 

Competency  of  Witness, 4 

(a.)  Interest  in  the  Event  of  the  Suit, 4 

(6.)  Parties  to  the  Record 14 

(c)   Principal,  Agent  and  Attorney, 20 

{d.)  Husband  and  Wife, 29 

(e.)   Parties  to  Notes  and  Obligations 30 

(/.)  Parti^rs  and  Members  of  Companies, 39 


VI  TTTLES,  DIVISIONS   AND   SUBDIVISIONS. 

PAGE 

(g.)  Vendor  and  Vendee, 40 

(A. )  Proof  of  Incompetency, 42 

(i.)   Credibility  and  Opinion  of  Witness, 47 

(/)  Restoring  Competency 50 

(k.)  Generally, 66 

CONOLTJSIVENESS  OF  Peoof, 244 

Depositions, 332 

Evidence  on  Fokmer  Tbials, 195 

Examination  of  Witness, 61 

Experts, 455 

FoRKiQN  Laws, 4'?4 

Handwriting, 464 

Hearsay, 346 

Matters  Jitdioiallt  Notioed  Wrraour  Proof, 828 

Parol  Evidence  Admissible, 206 

(a)  To  Show  Mistake,  Fraud,  Error,  or  Usury,  or  Want  of  Con- 
sideration,    205 

(i.)   To  Explain  Ambiguities  in  Deeds,  &o., 210 

(c.)   To  Show  Collateral  Facts, 212 

(d.)  To  Show  Subsequent  Agreement  or  Discharge, 21? 

(«.)   To  Explain  BiU  of  Lading  and  Receipt, 216 

(/.)  To  Show  the  Intentions  of  the  Parties  to  Kotes,  Deeds,  Mort- 
gages, <fec., 218 

(g.)  To  Show  Usage 221 

(A.)  To  Prove  Lost  Deeds,  Notes,  &c., 222 

(i.)  To  Prove  Boundaries  and  Agency, 222 

(j.)  To  Show  Bes  Qestm  and  Different  Consideration  in  Deeds,. . . .  223 

{h.)  Geneially, 224 

Pakol  Evidenoe  Inadmissible, 230 

Presumptive  Evidence, j26 

EeLEVANOT  op  EviDENCB, 95 

Usage, 36^? 


INDEX  TO  REPORTS  AND  REPORTERS, 

COMPEISED  m  THIS  TOLCME, 

ALPHABETICALLY  ARRANGED,. 

WITS 

ABBREVIATIONS   AND  REFERENCES 


ABBBETIATIONB.  BEPOEIB  OE  BKPOETBBS.  STATSS  OE  OOTJETS. 

Abbott, Abbott, Nev-York. 

Aik, Aiken, Vermont. 

Ala., Alabama. Alabama. 

Ail, Annual, Louisiana. 

Anthon, Anthon, New- York. 

Antb.  N.  P.  C, Antbon's  Nisi  Prius  Cases, New- York. 

App., Appleton, Maine. 

B.  &  Ad., Bamwall  &  Adolpbus, English. 

B.  &  C, BarnwaU  &  CressweU, " 

Bacon  Abr.  Ev., Bacon's  Abridgment, " 

BaiL, Bailey, South  Carolina. 

Bail  Ch., Bailey,  (Chancery,) " 

Baldw., Baldwin United  States. 

Barb., Barbour, New- York. 

Barb.  Sup.  Ct., Barbour,  (Law,) 

Barb.  Ch.  R., Barbour,  (Chancery,) " 

Bam.  &  Adol. BarnwaU  &  Adolphufl, English. 

Bam.  &  Cress. BarnwaU  &,  CressweU " 

Barr, Barr, Pennsylvania. 

Bay, Bay South  Carolina. 

Best  Ev., Best's  Evidence, English. 

Bibb, Bibb, Kentucky. 

Bing., Bingham, English. 

Bing.  N.  C Bingham's  New  Cases, 

Binn., Binney, Pennsylvania. 


Vni  INDEX  TO  EEPOETS  AOT)  EEP0ETEE8. 

ABBREVIATIONS.  EKPOETS  Oa  EBPOBTBES.  STATES  OE  OOUETS. 

Blaokf, Blackford, Indiana. 

Blatehford  &  Howland,. . .  .Blatchford  &  Howland, United  States. 

Blateh.  Ct  Ct Blatchford, " 

t/B.  Mon., B.  Monroe, Kentucky. 

Breese, Breeee, Illinois. 

Brev. Brevard, South  Carolina. 

,Bright., Brightly, Pennsylvania. 

'Brook.  C.  0. Brookenbrough., United  States. 

Bull  N.  P., Bull's  Nisi  Prius, English. 

Caines, Gaines, New-Tork. 

CaL, California, California. 

Car.  (fc  K, Carrington  &  Kirwan, English. 

Oar.  &  Kirw., Carrington  &  Kirwan, " 

C.  <fe  P., Carrington  <fe  Payne, " 

Carr.  &  Payne, Carrington  &  Payne, " 

yCarter,  (lud.,) Carter, Indiana. 

'  C.  C, Civil  Code  of  1825, Louisiana. 

Chand.  CWia.,) Chandler, "Wisconsin. 

Cheves, Cheves, South  Carolina, 

Chip., f.J).  Chipman, Vermont. 

Comst. Comstoek, New-York. 

Cond.  Eep Condensed  Reports, English. 

Conn Connecticut, Connecticut. 

Cooke, Cooke, Tennessee. 

Court  of  Appeals, Selden,  1862,  3,4, New- York. 

Cowen, Cowen, " 

Cowp., Cowper, English. 

Coxe, Coxe, New-Jersey. 

C.  &  N., Cameron  &  Norwood North  Carolina. 

'  C.  P., Code  of  Practice Louisiana. 

Craneh, Craueh, : United  States. 

-^Cr.  <St  J. Crompton  <fe  Jervis English. 

Curtis  Ct.  Ct., Curtis'  Circuit  Court, United  States. 

Cush., Cushing Massachusetts. 

Dall-. Dallas, U.  S.  <fe  Penn. 

Dana, Dana, Kentucky. 

Davies, Davies, United  States. 

Day, Day, Connecticut. 

Denio, Denio, New-York. 

Dev Devereux,  (Law,) North  Carolina. 

Dev.,  (Eq.,) Devereux,  (Equity,) <■ 

Doug., Douglass, Michigan. 

Duer, Du^, : New- York. 

East East, English. 

Edw.,  (Ch.,) Edwards,  (Chancery,) New- York. 


INDEX   TO   EEPORT   AITO   EEPOETEES.  IX 

ABBEKTIATIONS.  BEPOEIB  OK  BEP0BTEB3.  6TATE8  OB  OOUBTB. 

Eng., English,. Arkansas. 

Eng.  (Ark.,) English, " 

Eng.  law  and  Eq.  Eep., English  Law  and  Equity, Amer.  Edition. 

Esp., Espinasse, English. 

Ev.  Polhier, Evans'  Pothier, Amer.  Edition. 

Exch., Exchequer, English. 

Fairf. •. Fairfield, Maine. 

Florida Florida, Florida. 

Fos., Foster, English. 

Foster,  (N.  H.,) Foster, Ifew-Hampsliire. 

Gallis., Gallison, United  States. 

Geo., Georgia, Georgia. 

Gill, Gill Maryland. 

Gilb.  Et Gilbert's  Evidence, English. 

GiU  &  Johns., Gill  &  Johnson Maryland. 

Gilm., Gilman, .Illinois. 

Gilpin, Gilpin United  States. 

Gratt, Grattan, Virginia. 

Gray, Gray, Massachusetts. 

Greene, Greene, Kew-Jersey. 

Greenleaf, Greenleaf, Maine. 

Greeley  Ev., Gresley's  Evidence, Amer.  Edition. 

HaU, Hall, Ke  w-York. 

Halat., Halsted New-Jersey. 

Ham., Hammond Ohio, 

/Hard., Hardin, Kentucky. 

■^Harp., Harper,  (Law,) South  Carolina, 

Harp.,  (Eq.,). Harper,  (Equity,) 

^Har.  cfe  Gill Harris  &  Gill .' Maryland. 

H.  &  H.'s  Stat, Howard  &  Hutchinson's  Statutes,. Mississippi, 

Har.  &  J., Harris  &  Johnson Maryland. 

Har.  &  M'Hen., Harris  &  McHenry, " 

H.  &  M., Henning  &  Munford, Virginia. 

Harr., Harrison, New-Jersey. 

Harringt. Harrington, Delaware. 

Hawks, Hawks North  Carolina. 

Hayw., Haywood, " 

Heyw., Haywood, Tennessee. 

Hill HiU, New-Tork. 

HiU,  (S.  C.,) Hill South  CaroUna. 

How.  Pr., Howard's  Practice, New-Tork. 

How.,  (Miss.,) Howard MississippL 

How.,  (U.  S.,) Howard, United  States. 

Humph Humphrey Tennessee. 


X  INDEX  TO  EEPOETS  AND  EEPOETERS. 

ABBEETIATIOHS.  BEP0ET8  OE  EKPOBTBES.  STATES  OE  OOTJETS 

111 niinois, Illinois. 

Iowa,  (Greene,) Greene, Iowa. 

Ired Iredell, North  Carolina. 

Ired.,(Eq.,) IredeU,  (Equity,) 

Johns., Johnson's  Reports, New-York 

Johns.  Cas Johnson's  I 


'  Eeb., Keble English. 

KeUy, Kelly, Georgia. 

Eernan, Kernan New-York. 

Xi.  &  Lou Louisiana  Annual, Louisiana. 

/  Leigh, Leigh, Virginia. 

Litt., Littell, Kentucky. 

litt.  SeL  Ca., LitteU's  Select  Cases, " 

M., Martin, Louisiana. 

Maine, Maine, Maine. 

Maine,  (Heath,) Heath, " 

Maine,  (Red.,) Redington, " 

Maine,  (Shep.,) Shepley, " 

Mann.  (Mich.,) Manning, Michigan. 

Mann.  &  RyL, Manning  &  Rylaud, English. 

Mason, Mason, United  States. 

Mass Massachusetts, Massachusetts 

A.  K.  Marsh., A.  K.  Marshall, Kentucky. 

J.  J.  Marsh., J.  J.  Marshall, " 

McLean, McLean, United  States. 

McCord, McCord, South  Carolina. 

McCl.  <Ss  y McCleland  &  Younge, English. 

Md.  Ch.  Decis., Maryland  Chancery  Decisions,..  .Maryland. 

Met. Metcalf, Massachusetts. 

Meigs, Meigs, Tennessee. 

Mich.,  (Gibhs,) Gibbs, Michigan. 

Minor, Minor, Alabama. 

Mis., Missouri, Missouri. 

Mis.,  (Bennett,) Bennett « 

Miss Mississippi, Mississippi 

Miss.,  (Cush.,) Cushman, " 

Monroe, Monroe, Kentucky. 

B.  Mon., B.  Monroe " 

Mo.  &  P., Moore  &  Payne English. 

Moore, Moore, " 

Mood.  &,  Malk Moody  &  Malkin, " 

Morris, Morris Iowa. 

M.  AW., Meeson  <St  Welsby, English. 

Munf. Munford, Virginia. 


/\ 


-  INDEX  TO  REPOETS  AND  EEPOETEES.  XI 

ABBEETIATXONB.  BXPOBTB  OB  BEP0BTBE8.  STATES  OB  OOITBTS. 

N.  C, North  Carolina, North  Carolina. 

N.  H., New-Hampshire, New-Hampshire. 

N.  J., New-Jersey, New-Jersey. 

N.  S. Martin's  New  Series, Louisiana. 

Nott  &  MeCord,. Nott  &  MoCord, South  Carolina. 

O.  C, Old  Code,  or  Code  of  1808, Louisiana. 

Ohio, Ohio, ; Ohio. 

Overt. Overton, Tennessee. 

P., Partidas, Spanish. 

Paige, Paige,  (Chancery,) New-York. 

Paine, Paine, United  States. 

Parker's  Cr., Parker's  Criminal  Cases, New-Tork. 

Peake  Add.  Gas., Peake's  Additional  Cases, English. 

Peake  N.  P.  Cas., Peake's  Nisi  Prius, " 

Peck, Peck, Tennessee. 

Penn.  and  PennsyL, Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania. 

Penn.  State  R., Pennsylvania  State  Reports, " 

Peters, Peters, United  States. 

Pet  C.  C, Peters'  Circuit  Court, " 

Phil.  Ev., Phillips'  Evidence, Amer.  Edition. 

Pick, Pickering, Massachusetts. 

Pike, Pike, Arkansas. 

Port, Porter, Alabama. 

E., Robinson,- Louisiana. 

Rand., Randolph Virginia. 

Rawle Eawle, Pennsylvania. 

Rep.  Con.  Ct Constitutional  Court  Reports South  Carolina. 

Rich., Richardson,  (Law,) " 

Rich.,  (Eq.,) Richardson,  (Equity,) " 

R.  L, Rhode  Island, Rhode  Island. 

Root, Root Connecticut 

Ry.  <fc  Mo., Ryan  &  Moody, .' English. 

Sand£ Sandford, New-York. 

Sandf.  Ch.  R., Sandford,  (Chancery,) " 

Sandf.  Sup.  Ct, Sandford,  (Law,) 

Scam., Scammon, Illinois. 

Seld., Selden, New- York. 

Selden,  (N.  Y.,) Selden, 

Serg.  &  Rawle Sergeant  &  Rawle, Pennsylvania. 

Shep.  &  Shepl., Shepley, Maine. 

S.  &  M., Smedes  &  Marshall, MississippL 

Smith, Smith '. New- York. 

Smith's  C.  P.  R Smith's  Common  Pleas  Reports, . .         " 

South., Southard, NewJersey. 


Xll 


INDEX   TO   EEPOKTS   AOT)   EEPOBTEES. 


ABBBETIATIOyS. 


BBFOBig  OB  BEPOBTBBS. 


STATBS  OB  OOUBW 


Spencer, . . . 

Stark., 

Stark,  Et.,. 
Stev., 


Speers, South  Carolina. 

Spencer, New-Jersey. 

Starkie's  Nisi  Prius, , . .  .English. 

Starkie's  Evidence Amer.  Edition. 

Stewart, Alabama. 

Ste-w.  &  Port., Stewart  &  Porter, 

Strobh., Strobhart,  (Law,) South  Carolina 

Strobh.,  (Eq.,) Stfobhart,  (Equity,) 

Story, , Story, tJnited  States. 

Sumner, Sumner, " 

Swan, Swan, ." Tennessee. 

Swanst., Swanston, English. 


Tam,, Tamlyn,.i 

Tenn., Tenn., 

Texas, Texas, 

Tha.  Crim.  Cas., Thatcher's  Criminal  Cases,.. 


Vt  and  Verm., Vermont, . 


.English. 
.Tennessee. 
.Texas. 
.Massachusetts. 

.Vermont. 


Ware, "Ware, 

■Wash., Washington,.. 

Wash.  C.  C, Washington  Circuit  Court,. , 

Washb., Washburn 

Watts, Watts, 

Watts  &  Serg., Watts  &  Sergeant,  .,..■..., 

Wend., Wendell, 

Wheat., Wheaton, 

Whart., Wharton, 

W.  <St  M., Woodbury  &  Minot 

Wright, Wright, 


.United  States. 

•Virginia. 

.United  States. 

.Vermont. 

.Pennsylvania. 
It 

.New-Tork. 
.United  States. 
.Pennsylvania. 
.United  States. 
.Ohio. 


Yeates, Teates, Pennsylvama 

Yerg., Terger, Tennessee. 

Tounge  &  Jervis, Younge  &  Jervis, English. 


Zab., Zabriskie,,. 


.New-Jersev 


LAW  OF  EVIDENCE. 


COMPETEE^CT  OF  WITNESS. 

The  common  law  rejects  the  testimony  of  parties,  of  persons 
deficient  in  understanding,  of  persons  insensible  to  the  obli- 
gations of  an  oath,  and  of  persons  whose  pecuniary  interest  is 
directly  inyolved  in  the  matter  in  issue.    1  Greenleaf  Ev.  427. 

Husband  and  wife  are  inadmissible  as  witnesses  in  a  cause, 
civil  or  criminal,  in  which  the  other  is  a  party.    lb.  436. 

Where  the  husband's  account-books  have  been  kept  by  the 
wife,  and  are  offered  in  evidence,  the  wife  is  competent  to  tes- 
tify that  she  made  the  entries  by  the  direction  of  her  husband 
and  in  his  presence ;  after  which  his  suppletory  oath  as  to 
the  correctness  of  the  charges  may  be  received.  ■  Littlefield 
V.  Rice,  10  Met.  287.    Stanton  v.  Wilson,  3  Day,  37. 

The  wife  is  not  a  competent  witness  against  any  co-de- 
fendant tried  with  her  husband,  if  the  testimony  concern  the 
husband  ;  1  Greenleaf  Ev.  437.  Nor  in  any  suit  in  which  the 
rights  of  her  husband,  though  not  a  party,  would  be  con- 
cluded by  any  verdict  therein.  lb.  438. 
..  Neither  is  it  material  that  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife  no  longer  exists.    Stein  v.  Bowman,  13  Peters,  209. 

In  an  action  by  the  owner  against  a  ship-master  for  goods, 
in  a  trunk  broken  open,  proving  aliunde  the  delivery  of  the 
trunk  and  its  violation.  The  owner  was  held  competent  as  a 
witness,  on  the  ground  of  necessity  to  testify  to  the  particular 
contents  of  the  trunk.  Ha/rma  v.  Drimkwater,  1  Greenleaf, 
27.     6^iZm<m  V.  ^(WcZen,  3.Fairf.  412. 

The  bailor,  though  a  plaintiff,  has  been  admitted  a  compe- 
tent witness,  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  trunk  lost  by  the 
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negligence  of  the  bailee.  1  Greenleaf  Ev.  450.  Qla/rk  v. 
S(pence,  10  Watts,  335.     Story  on  Bailm.  §454,  (note.) 

After  the  proof  of  existence  and  loss  of  a  deed  or  instru- 
ment, the  party's  oath  may  be  received  to  the  fact  of  its  loss, 
provided  it  was  lost  out  of  his  own  custody.  Voyloe  v.  Biggs, 
1  Peters,  591.  Patterson  v.  Winn,  5  Peters,  240.  Fitch  v. 
Bogue,  19  Conn.  285. 

If  there  be  deficiency  of  understanding,  the  witness  cannot 
be  sworn.  But  if  the  cause  be  temporary,  and  a  lucid  in 
terval  should  occur,  or  a  cure  be  effected,  the  competency 
is  restored.     1  Greenleaf  Ev.  468. 

The  fact  of  want  of  understanding  is  to  be  proved  by  the 
objecting  party,  by  testimony  aliunde.  Bobinson  v.  Dana, 
16  Verm.  474. 

As  to  intoxication,  see  Hartford  v.  Palmer,  16  Johns.  143. 

Of  children  there  is  no  precise  age ;  it  depends  upon  their 
intelligence  ;  if  they  can  comprehend  the  nature  of  an  oath. 
They  have  been  received  as  witnesses  under  seven  years  of 
age — even  at  the  age  of  five  years.  State  v.  Whittiei',  8 
Shepl.  341.    Bull,  JST.  P.  293. 

The  proper  test  of  a  witness  on  the  score  of  religious  belief 
is,  his  belief  of  a  God ;  and  that  he  will  reward  and  punish 
according  to  our  deserts.  Butts  v.  Swartwood,  2  Cowen, 
431.  Wahefield  v.  Boss,  5  Mason,  18.  The  ordinary  mode  of 
showing  this  is  by  evidence  of  his  declarations  previously 
made  to  others,  the  person  himself  not  being  interrogated. 
1  Greenleaf  Ev.  473. 

Persons  infamous  in  law,  and  therefore  incompetent,  are 
such  as  have  been  legally  found  guilty  of  an  infamous  crime. 
This  may  be  removed  by  reversal  of  the  judgment,  and  by 
pardon.     1  Greenleaf  Ev.  480. 

As  to  incompetency  from  interest,  it  must  be  real  and  not 
merely  apprehended  by  the  party ;  it  must  be  in  the  event  of 
the  cause  itself,  and  not  in  the  question  to  be  decided ;  the 
true  test  being,  whether  he  will  either  gain  or  lose  by  the 
direct  legal  operation  and  effect  of  the  judgment,  or  that  the 
record  will  be  evidence  for  or  against  him  in  some  other 
action.    1  Greenleaf  Ev.  494,  5,  6. 

In  an  action  against  a  principal  for  damages  occasioned 
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by  the  neglect  or  misconduct  of  his  agent  cf  servant,  the 
latter  is  not  a  competent  witness  for  the  defendant  without  a 
release.     1  Greenleaf  Ev.  500. 

Agents,  factors,  carriers,  IroTcers  and  other  servamis,  when 
offered  to  prove  the  making  of  contracts,  the  receipt  or  pay- 
ment of  money,  the  receipt  and  delivery  of  goods,  and  other 
acts  done  within  the  scope  of  their  employments,  are  com- 
petent as  witnesses.     1  Phil.  Ev.  145.     1  Stark.  Ev.  113. 

The  competency  of  a  witness,  disc[iialified  by  interest,  may 
always  be  restored  by  a  proper  release.  A  general  release 
of  all  actions  and  causes  of  action  for  any  matter  or  thing, 
which  has  happened  previous  to  the  date  of  the  release,  will 
discharge  a  witness  from  all  liability  consequent  upon  the 
event  of  a  suit  then  existing.     1  Greenleaf  Ev.  536. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  all  persons  are  competent  to  tes- 
tify, both  in  civil  and  criminal  cases,  except  those  whose  in- 
competency is  expressly  declared  by  law.  State  v.  Lewj,  5 
An.  64:. 

Although  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  competency  of  wit- 
nesses is  governed  by  the  lex  fori,  yet  there  may  be  cases 
which  form  exceptions,  and  in  which  the  lex  loci  contractus 
must  prevail.     BucT&ner  v.  Watt,  19  Lou.  211. 

Laws  on  the  subject  of  the  competency  of  witnesses  take 
effect  in  all  cases  from  their  enactment.  West  v.  Creditors, 
1  An.  365. 

The  interest  which  repels  a  witness  must  be  a  substantial 
one — a  pecuniary  one.  Durnford  v.  Ayme,  3  N.  S.  275, 
Debuys  v.  Connolly,  2  E.  338.  He  must  be  directly  inter- 
ested in  the  event  of  the  suit.  Russell  v.  Sprigg,  10  Lou. 
424.  Wallace  v.  Beauchamp,  18  Lou.  289.  There  must  be 
a  prospect  of  gaining  some  advantage  or  profit.  Moffat  v. 
Murray,  18  Lou.  357.  Plaintiff's  warrantor  is  incompetent 
to  support  his  title.  Baines  v.  Eiggins,  2  Lou.  223.  Where 
a  witness  cannot  be  benefited  by  a  decision,  be  it  either 
way,  he  is  competent.  Bell  v.  Western  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  6 
E.  423.  Where  the  interest  of  the  witness  is  balanced, 
he  is  competent.  Dowell  v.  Dawson,  2  An.  495.  The 
mate  of  a  ship  is  a  good  witness  for  the  captain  in  a  suit 
against  the  captain  by  the  owners,  for  negligence.    Jordan 
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V.  White,  4z  N,  S.  340.  An  agent  is  a  competent  witness 
for  his  principal,  in  all  cases  except  when  suit  is  brought 
against  the  principal,  on  account  of  the  negligence  of  the 
agent.  Mcholson  v.  Patten,  13  Lou.  216.  The  mere  fact 
of  a  witness  being  a  defendant  on  the  record,  does  not  render 
him  incompetent,  if  he  be  a  nominal,  not  a  real  defendant. 
Beynolds  v.  Rowley,  2  An.  890.  Parker  v.  Moore,  2  An. 
1017.  A  person  of  color,  being  presumed  to  be  free,  is 
competent.  T  N.  S.  648.  The  actual  enjoyment  of  free- 
dom by  a  witness,  is  ^ima  fade  evidence  of  his  compe- 
tency. PiZie  V.  Lalande,  T  N.  S.  648.  State  v.  Levy,  5 
An.  66.  If  the  interest  of  the  witness  is  in  the  least  degree 
doubtful,  he  should  be  sworn.  PCart  t.  Heilner,  8  Eawle, 
407.  A  juror  is  incompetent  to  prove  the  misconduct  of 
his  fellow  jurors,  in  order  to  impeach  their  verdict.  State  v. 
Freeman,  6  Conn.  K.  348. 
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(a.)  Interest  in  the  Event  of  tlie  Suit. 

(b.)  Parties  to  the  Pecord. 

(c.)  Principal,  Agent  and  Attorney. 

(d.)  Hushand  and  Wife. 

(e.)  Parties  to  Notes  and  Obligations. 

(f.)   Partners  and  Members  of  Companies. 

(g.)   Vendor  and  Yendee. 

(h.)  Proof  of  Incompetency. 

(i.)    Credibility  and  Opinion  of  Witness. 

(j.)   Pestering  Competency. 

(k.)  Generally. 


(a.)    Interest  in  the  Event  of  the  Suit. 

1.  A  debtor  who  has  made  an  assignment  of  his  property 
in  trust,  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  is  a  competent  witness 
for  a  person  to  whom  he  has  assigned  a  policy  of  insurance 
to  secure  a  debt  or  liability.  Allen  v.  Hudson  Piver  Mutual 
Ins.  Co.,  19  Barb.  442. 
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2.  The  objection  to  a  partner,  as  a  witness  for  his  copart- 
ner, in  a  matter  which  took  place  before  the  existence  of  the 
partnership,  goes  to  his  credibility  and  not  to  his  competency. 
Kellar  v.  Banks,  6  Lou.  529. 

3.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  a  collision  between 
vessels,  the  captain  of  the  defendants'  ship  is  not  disquali- 
fied as  a  witness,  on  the  ground  that  he  would  be  responsible 
for  a  loss  sustained  by  a  collision,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
suit  is  defended  for  his  benefit.  Such  an  interest  in  the  event 
of  the  suit  may  affect  the  credibility,  but  not  the  competency, 
of  a  witness.     Crwry  v.  Marshall,  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  530. 

4.  In  a  suit  against  a  surety  alone,  the  principal,  being  in- 
terested to  the  extent  of  the  costs,  is  not  a  competent  witness 
for  the  defendant  without  a  release.  BacMey  v.  Sanders,  1 
KeUy,  258. 

5.  Seamen  are  competent  witnesses  for  each  other  in  suits 
for  wages  earned  on  the  same  voyage.  The  Cypress,  1  Blatch- 
ford  &  Howland,  83. 

6.  Every  witness,  not  a  party  to  or  apparently  connected 
with  a  proceeding  or  issue,  is  to  be  deemed  free  from  interest 
therein  till  the  contrary  is  proved.  Van  Alstme  v.  Erwine, 
1  Kernan,  331. 

7.  A.  and  B.  agree  to  mortgage  certain  real  estate  owned 
by  them  jointly,  and  also  certain  real  estate  owned  by  them 
individually,  to  secure  the  mortgagees  for  signing  a  promis- 
sory note  with  them  to  a  third  person,  it  being  understood  that 
A.  was  to  secure  one-third  and  B.  two-thirds  of  the  amount, 
and,  by  a  mistake,  a  portion  of  B.'s  real  estate,  intended  to. 
be  mortgaged,  was  not  included  in  the  mortgage  deed,  and 
A.  had  paid  to  the  mortgagees  his  portion  of  the  mortgage 
debt,  and  had  received  from  them  a  release  of  his  individual 
real  estate.  Held,  in  a  suit  in  chancery,  brought  by  the 
mortgagee  against  B.,  to  obtain  a  reform  of  the  mortgage, 
that  A.  was  a  competent  witness  for  the  complainants,  es- 
pecially as  no  objection  had  been  taken  by  the  defendant  for 
want  of  parties.     Blodgett  v.  Hohart,  18  Yt.  (3  Washb.)  414. 

8.  An  action  brought  by  a  receiver  of  a  judgment  debtor 
appointed  by  the  court  upon  supplementary  proceedings 
against  a  person  indebted  to  such  judgment  debtor,  is  prose- 
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exited  for  the  immediate  benefit  of  the  judgment  debtor ;  and 
the  lattet  is  not  a  competent  witness  on  behalf  of  the  receiver. 
Vanduzen  v.  Worrell,  18  Barb.  409. 

9.  A  sole  cestui  que  trust,  who  as  such  will  be  entitled  to 
the  whole  or  a  definite  portion  of  the  sum  for  the  recovery 
of  which  an  action  is  brought,  is  not  a  competent  witness 
for  the  plaintiff  in  such  action.  St.  John  v.  The  American 
Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co.,  2  Duer,  419. 

10.  A  surety  is  not  a  competent  witness  for  his  principal. 
Rousseau  v.  Zovering,  7  An.  616. 

11.  The  notice  often  days,  mentioned  in  section  399  of  .the 
Code,  is  not  required  to  admit  an  assignor  of  a  thing  in  action 
to  be  examined  as  a  witness  in  behalf  of  any  person  deriving 
title  through  or  from  him,  unless  the  action  is  against  an 
assignee,  or  an  executor  or  administrator.  Fa/rley  v.  Flana- 
graw, -Smith's  C.  P.  K.  313. 

12.  A  person  for  whose  use  a  suit  is  brought,  being  liable 
by  statute  for  costs,  if  the  suit  fails,  is  not  a  competent  wit- 
ness for  the  plaintiff ;  nor  can  he  be  rendered  competent,  in 
such  case,  by  a  release  of  his  interest  in  the  cause  of  action 
to  the  plaintiff.     Ellison  v.  Johnson,  7  Blackf  217. 

13.  The  interest  which  repels  a  witness  must  be  a  substan- 
tial one ;  that  is  to  say,  a  pecuniary  one,  affecting  in  some 
manner  his  property ;  it  does  not  suffice  that  it  affects  his 
feelings,  his  affections  or  his  wishes.  Durnford  v.  Ayme,  8 
N.  S.  275 ;  Debuys  v.  Connolly,  2  K.  338. 

14.  In  a  suit  against  a  person  as  the  guarantor  upon  a 
promissory  note,  the  maker  of  the  note  is  a  competent  witness 
for  the  plaintiff.  Taylor  v.  M'Oune,  11  Penn.  E.,  (1  Jones  \ 
460. 

15.  One  co-executor  is  a  competent  witness  for  plaintiff 
who  sues  the  other.     Taylor  v.  Hollander,  5  N".  S.  296. 

16.  In  a  suit  against  an  administrator,  the  heir  is  a  good 
witness  to  testify  against  his  own  interest.  Levesque  v.  An- 
derson, 6  If.  S.  295. 

17.  A  witness  cannot  be  excluded  on  the  score  of  interest 
unless  he  be  directly  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit  and 
be  called  to  support  that  interest ;  or,  where  the  verdict  and 
judgment,  to  obtain  which  his  testimony  is  offered,  would  be 
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admissible  evidence  in  his  favor  in  another  suit.  Ma/rburg 
V.  Canfield,  4  N.  S.  539  ;  Debxiys  v.  Connolly,  2  E.  338. 

18.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  witness  called 
.  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  witness  was  the  attorney  who  made 

the  writ ;  that  he  was  actively  engaged  in  the  trial  as  one  of 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  opened  the  cause 
to  the  jury.     Fatter  v.  Ware,  1  Cush.  519. 

19.  A  person  who  has  no  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  suit, 
if  liable  for  costs,  is  incompetent  to  testify.  Vason  v.  Mer- 
chants' Bank  of  Macon,  2  Kelly,  140. 

20.  Li  an  action  by  creditors,  to  set  aside  a  sale  by  their 
debtor,  as  fraudiilent,  the  vendee  in  such  sale  is  a  competent 
witness  for  creditors,  even  where  he  has  since  transferred  the 
property  by  donation.     Brown  v.  Ferguson,  4  Lou.  260. 

21.  On  an  appeal  from  the  report  of  a  jury  of  freeholders-, 
appointed  to  lay  out  a  road  and  assess  the  damages,  they 
cannot  be  excluded  as  witnesses,  on  the  ground  that  being 
proprietors  of  adjoining  lands,  they  are  interested  in  the 
manner  of  laying  out  the  road,  and,  consequently,  in  the 
result  of  the  appeal.    Frosard  v.  Police  Jury,  3  An.  660. 

22.  One  who  had  been  offered  as  security  on  a  twelve 
months'  bond,  for  the  price  of  property  sold  under  execution, 
and  rejected  by  the  sheriff  as  insufficient,  will  be  a  competent 
witness  to  prove  his  own  solvency,  on  an  opposition  by  the 
first  purchaser,  to  the  homologation  under  the  monition  law 
of  loth  March,  1834,  of  a  second  sale,  made  at  the  risk  of 
the  first  purchaser,  on  the  ground  of  the  insufficiency  of  the 
security.  Nor  is  it  sufficient  to  exclude  a  witness  offered 
under  such  circumstances,  that  he  was  the  endorser  of  the 
note  upon  which  the  original  suit  was  instituted  ;  his  testi- 
mony cannot  in  any  way  affect  his  liability  as  such.  Debuys 
V.  Connolly,  2  E.  338. 

23.  An  original  debtor,  who  is  liable  in  warranty  if  the  plain- 
tiff succeed  against  his  vendee,  the  defendant  in  a  hypothecary 
action  has  a  direct  legal  interest,  which  rendera  him  incom- 
petent to  testify  in  the  cause.    Sprigg  v.  Beaman,  6  Lou.  64, 

24.  The  fact  of  being  a  creditor  of  a  party  to  a  suit,  does 
not  disqualify  a  witness  from  testifying  in  his  behalf.  Lard 
V.  Strother,  4  E.  95. 
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25.  In  an  action  to  render  a  defendant  liable  for  goods  sold 
to  a  partnership,  of  which  it  is  alleged  that  he  was  a  mem- 
ber, another  partner  is  incompetent  as  a  witness  for  the 
plaintiff,  to  prove  the^partnership.  The  witness  is  interested  , 
to  charge  the  defendant.  Mcllvaine  v.  FrankUn,  2  An.  622 ; 
Ellis  V.  Lauve,  4:  An.  246. 

26.  The  vendor,  from  whom  defendant's  title  is  derived, 
is  incompetent  to  prove  the  possession  of  the  latter,  so  as  to 
form  the  basis  of  title  by  prescription.  Green  v.  Hudson,  7 
Lou.  123. 

27.  The  partner  of  a  firm,  surety  on  an  attachment  bond, 
who  was  absent  when  the  name  of  the  firm  was  signed,  and 
who  is  not  shown  to  have  authorized  the  act  of  his  copartner, 
is  prima  facie  a  competent  witness  to  testify  in  the  case. 
Denton  v.  Commercial  Bank,  13  Lou.  488. 

28.  One  who  had  made  a  cessio  ionoriim,  under  the  state 
law,  and  was  afterwards  discharged  as  a  bankrupt  under  the 
act  of  Congress  of  19th  August,  1841,  is  a  competent  witness 
to  prove  the  correctness  of  the  debts,  acknowledged  by  him 
in  his  Ulan  filed  at  the  time  of  his  cession,  unless  disqualified 
on  account  of  his  personal  relationship  to  the  creditor,  or 
where  the  debt  is  due  to  his  wife.  West  v.  Creditors,  1 
An.  365. 

29.  In  an  action  for  the  rescission  of  a  sale  on  account  of 
lesion,  a  witness,  who  is  a  mortgage  creditor  of  the  plaintiff 
from  the  recording  of  a  judicial  mortgage,  which  would  attach 
to  the  laud  sought  to  be  recovered,  is  not  incompetent  to  testify 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  score  of  interest.  Eussell 
V.  Sprigg,  10  Lou.  425  ;    Wallace  Y.Beauchamp,  12  Lou.  290. 

30.  A  corporation  cannot  offer  its  stockholders  as  witnesses, 
though  the  opposite  party  may.  Ha^t  v.  iT.  0.  and  Carroll- 
ton  E.  Co.,  1  E.  178. 

31.  A  third  person,  for  whom  certain  articles  were  ordered 
cannot  be  a  witness  for  the  defendant  in  an  action  against 
the  agent  who  ordered  them.     Leeds  v.  Caldwell,  1  E.  256. 

32.  In  testing  the  competency  of  a  witness,  the  main  ques- 
tion is,  "  Can  the  judgment  about  to  be  rendered  be  legally 
received  in  evidence,  in  any  suit  which  may  be  subsequently 
brought  against  the  witness,  relative  to  the  matter  litigated 
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in  the  action  wherein  he  is  brought  to  testify."    Reeves  v. 
Burton,  6  N.  S.  284. 

33.  The  general  rule  is,  that  Vhen  the  witness  is  equally- 
responsible  to  either  of  the  parties,  he  \S  competent  to  testify 
between  them ;  where  the  opposite  interests  are  unequal,  the 
witness  has  an  interest  on  one  side,  measured  by  the  excess 
of  one  oyer  the  other ;  to  this  last  principle  there  is,  how- 
ever, an  exception,  where  a  witness  would  in  one  event  be 
liable  for  the  costs,  and  in  the  other  not,  he  is  still  competent, 
if  he  be  the  agent  of  the  party  calling  him.  Martial  v.  Cot- 
terel,  5  N.  S.  277. 

34.  The  transferer  of  a  right  of  mortgage,  who  warrants 
only  the  existence  of  his  claim,  is  competent  to  prove  posses- 
sion in  transferee.     Orillon  v.  Werault,  2  Lou.  293. 

35.  In  a  contest  between  creditors,  in  case  of  insolvency, 
the  insolvent  is  incompetent  for  either  party.  Menendez  v. 
La/rionda,  3  M.  256. 

36.  Where  the  result  of  an  action  in  favor  of  the  party  by 
whom  a  witness  was  offered  would  render  the  witness  liable 
to  the  opposite  party  for  a  certain  sum,  but  if  unfavorable 
would  subject  him  to  a  much  larger  debt  to  the  party  by 
whom  he  was  introduced,  his  interest  is  not  equal,  and  his 
testimony  should  be  disregarded.  Murray  v.  Oibson,  2 
An.  311. 

37.  In  a  question  of  barratry,  between  the  freighters  of 
goods  and  the  insurers,  the  reputed  owner  is  a  good  witness 
to  prove  that  the  person  who  acted  as  captain  was  proprie- 
tor of  the  vessel.    Barry  v.  Zou.  Ins.  Co.,  12  M.  493. 

38.  The  interest  which  excludes  a  witness,  is  a  prospect  of 
gaining  some  advantage  or  profit,  by  the  judgment  in  the 
cause  in  which  he  is  called  on  to  testify,  and  which  would  be 
the  immediate  consequence  of  such  judgment.  Coquet  v. 
Creditors,  4  Lou.  201 ;  Moffat  v.  Murray,  18  Lou.  357. 

39.  "Where,  in  case  of  a  judgment  against  defendants, 
one  offered  as  a  witness  will  be  liable  to  the  latter  for  the 
debt  and  costs,  but,  in  case  of  a  judgment  in  their  favor,  will 
be  bound  for  the  debt  alone,  he  is  incompetent.  An  interest 
in  the  costs  renders  a  witness  incompetent.  Lesassier  v. 
Eertzel,  8  N.  S.  266 ;  Montross  v.  Hillman,  11  E.  87. 
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40.  If  defendant  be  sued  as  liable  for  the  debts  of  a  third 
person,  who  has  absconded,  but  whose  insolvency  is  not 
shown,  a  creditor  of  that  tRird  party  is  not  an  incompetent 
witness  for  plaintiff.     Hewes  v.  Lav/oe,  6  M.  502. 

41.  Plaintiff's  warrantor  is  incompetent  to  support  his  title. 
Baines  v.  Higgins,  2  Lou.  223. 

42.  An  executor  is  a  competent  witness  for  his  co-executor, 
if  he  have  been  discharged  from  office.  Taylor  v.  Hollamd&r, 
6  JSr.  S.  296. 

43.  Where  a  witness  cannot  be  benefited  by  a  decision,  be 
it  either  way,  no  objection  can  be  made  to  the  admission  of 
his  testimony.     Bell  v.  Western  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  5  E.  423. 

44.  A  surety  is  not  competent  for  his  principal,  even  to 
prove  a  novation,  by  which  the  surety  became  the  principal 
debtor.    Lesassier  v.  Hertzel,  8  If.  S.  266. 

45.  A  witness  is  not  incompetent  because  he  is  a  creditor  of 
,  defendant,  when  he  swears  that  he  believes  defendant  amply 

able  to  pay  him.     Thompson  v.  Chauveau,  6  N.  S.  460. 

46.  A  surety  on  a  bond,  given  by  defendant  to  release 
property  from  sequestration,  is  incompetent  to  testify  for  de- 
fendant.    Lam,e  v.  Depeyster,  7  N.  S.  373. 

47.  A  curator  is  not  competent  where  the  legality  of  his 
conduct  is  at  issue  ;  the  case  does  not  fall  within  the  rule 
that  niakes  servants  and  agents  witnesses  ex  necessitate. 
Barbineau  v.  Castille,  7  IST.  S.  191. 

48.  A  vendor  is  an  incompetent  witness  on  the  score  of  in- 
terest in  an  action  against  his  vendee  concerning  title.  0^ Bien- 
nis V.  Corri,  5  An.  102. 

49.  A  stockholder  of  a  bank,  who  executed  a  transfer  of 
his  stock  to  his  daughter,  then  at  a  distance,  and  delivered 
it  to  the  cashier  without  the  knowledge,  but  for  her  use,  was 
held  competent  for  the  bank.  Smith  v.  The  Bank  of  Wash- 
ington, 5  Serg.  &  Eawle,  318. 

50.  It  should  be  noted  as  to  exclusion  on  account  of  lia- 
bility over,  that  the  liability  must  be  legal,  not  merely  hono- 
rary or  moral ;  for  where  one  agreed  to  indemnify  the  de- 
fendant against  the  publication  of  a  libel,  Lord  Tenterden 
yet  inclined  to  receive  him  as  competent  for  the  defendant. 
Humphreys  v.  Miller,  4  Carr.  &  Payne,  7. 
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51.  An  interest  in  the  question  only,  and  not  in  the  ,event 
of  the  suit,  goes  only  to  the  credibility  and  not  to  the  com- 
petency of  the  witness.  Brousswrd  t.  Duhamel,  3  N.  S.  11 ; 
Moffatt  V.  Murray,  18  Lou.  360. 

62.  The  endorser  of  a  writ  is  a  competent  witness  for  the 
plaintiff,  when  a  sum  of  money  clearly  sufficient  to  indem- 
nify him  against  his  liability  for  costs  has  been  placed  in  his 
hands  for  that  purpose.     Beehley  v.  Freeman,  15  Pick.  458. 

63.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff,  for  not  levying  on  goods 
of  a  firm  which  he  had  attached  for  a  debt  against  one  of  the 
firm,  the  defence  was,  that  attachments  and  claims  for  part- 
nership debts  against  the  firm,  had  exhausted  all  their  pro- 
perty. Held,  that  a  creditor  of  the  firm  was  a  competent  wit- 
ness for  the  defence.  Commercial  Ba/nh  v.  Wilkins,  9  Green- 
leaf,  28,  39. 

54.  A  widow  distributee  having  accepted  a  specific  legacy 
in  full  of  all  her  claim  upon  the  estate,  including  a  dower, 
was  held  a  competent  witness  for  the  estate.  Gebhart  v. 
Shindle,  15  Serg.  &  Kawle,  235. 

55.  In  trover  by  a  bailee,  the  bailor  may  be  a  witness  for 
him,  where  he  has  settled  with  the  bailee,  who  has  agreed 
to  allow  him  a  certain  sum  for  the  goods  lost.  Maine  State  Co. 
V.  Longley,  2  Shepl.  444.  One  transfers  a  note,  with  guar- 
anty ;  on  the  transferree  delivering  up  and  cancelling  the 
guaranty,  with  intent  to  make  the  guarantor  a  witness,  he 
becomes  competent  for  the  transferree.  It  is  equivalent  to  a 
release.      Watson's  Ex'rs  v.  McLaren,  19  "Wend.  557,  561. 

56.  An  objection  to  a  witness  on  the  ground  that  a  suit 
was  pending  against  him,  by  the  same  plaintiff,  for  other 
tracts  of  land,  claimed  under  the  same  title,  and  that  he  had 
set  up  the  same  defence,  goes  to  his  credibility  and  not  to 
his  competency,  he  being  interested  in  the  question,  but  not 
in  the  case.    BrooTcs  v.  Norris,  6  E.  175. 

57.  A  witness  is  competent,  if  his  interest  be  against  the 
party  offering  him.  Rochelle  v.  Musson,  3  M.  84 ;  White  v. 
Rolsten^  4  M.  472 ;  Peytavin  v.  HopUns,  6  M.  256  ;  Bell  v. 

Western  Mar.  Ins.  Co.,  5  E.  442. 

68.  In  cases  of  insolvency,  where  a  contest  arises  between 
the  debtor  and  his  creditors,  one  of  the  latter  is  incompetent 
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for  either  party.  In  a  contest  between  debtor  and  creditor, 
the  vendee  of  a  slave,  alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently  con- 
veyed by  debtor,  is  a  good  witness.  Coquet  v.  Creditors,  i 
Lou.  201. 

^Q.  In  a  suit  for  seaman's  wages,  the  proctor  for  the  libel- 
lant,  though  not  legally  incompetent  as  a  witness  for  his 
client,  has  a  bias,  which  is  to  be  regarded  in  weighing  the 
credit  to  be  given  to  his  testimony.  Grmwn  v.  Hartshorne, 
1  Blatchford  &  Howland,  454. 

60.  Where  a  witness  will  be  equally  responsible,  however 
the  case  may  be  determined,  he  is  competent ;  his  interest 
being  balanced.  Dowell  v.  Dawson,  2  An.  495  ;  McDonogh, 
V.  Delassus,  10  E.  489. 

61.  A  witness  holding  other  property  under  a  title  through 
which  the  party  offering  him  claims  the  property  in  litigation, 
has  an  interest  in  the  quest^pn  rather  than  in  the  case ;  and 
any  objection  on  that  account  goes  to  his  credit,  and  not  to 
his  competency.    Prevost  v.  Ellis,  11  B.  56. 

63.  The  vendor  of  a  movable,  proved  to  have  also  an  in- 
terest in  the  matter  in  dispute,  from  being  allowed  by  the 
vendees  to  use  it  occasionally  for  his  own  advantage,  is  not  a 
competent  witness  to  prove  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  arti- 
cle, in  a  contest  between  the  purchaser  and  a  creditor  who 
had  seized  it  under  an  execution  from  the  witness,  issued  on 
a  judgment  for  the  price.     Webster  v.  Jenkins,  9  K.  1Y9. 

63.  A  co-trespasser  is  competent  on  behalf  of  his  accom 
plice  or  confederate,  being  in  no  event  interested  in  the  de- 
cision of  the  suit.    Haram-g  v.  Dauphin,  4  M.  29. 

64.  The  act  of  27th  March,  1823,  sec.  2,  which  renders  an 
insolvent,  who  has  made  a  surrender,  incompetent  to  testify 
in  a  contest  between  his  creditors  and  debtors,  on  any  obliga- 
tion entered  into  by  him  previous  to  his  surrender,  except  in 
cases  of  usury  and  unlawful  contracts,  is  repealed  by  article 
3,521  of  the  Civil  Code.  Article  2,169  of  the  Civil  Code  has 
no  reference  to  that  act.    Dupeux  v.  Creditors,  7  E.  243. 

65.  Where  some  of  the  part  owners  of  a  vessel  s.ued  the 
captain  for  negligence,  the  other  part  owners  were  considered 
competent  witnesses  for  their  co-proprietors.  Jordan  v 
White,  4  ISr.  S.  340. 
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66.  In  an  action  by  an  heir  on  notes  given  for  tlie  price 
of  real  property  purchased  at  the  sale  of  the  succession  of  hia 
ancestor,  where  security  only  is  asked  by  the  defendants  on 
an  allegation  of  danger  of  eviction,  the  vendors  of  the  de- 
ceased are  competent  witnesses  to  explain  facts  connected 
with  the  title  papers,  and  to  prove  that  they  had  received  the 
amount  of  a  mortgage  appearing  to  exist  in  their  favor. 
SholjieU  V.  BKodes,  10  E.  128. 

67.  In  a  suit  to  recover  money  paid  on  a  bet  at  a  horse- 
race, alleged  to  be  fraudulent,  witness  is  not  incompetent  be- 
cause he  bet  on  the  race  on  the  same  side  with  plaintiff. 
Criswell  v.  Oaster,  5  N.  S.  131. 

68.  A  stockholder  in  a  corporation,  who  is,  as  such,  liable 
individually  for  its  debts,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  plain- 
tiff, in  a  suit  against  the  corporation;  his  interest  being 
against  the  plaintiff,  and  not  being  a  party  to  the  suit  by 
virtue  of  his  being  such  stockholder.  Hazey  v.  White  Pigeon 
Beet  Sugar  Co.,  1  Doug.  193. 

69.  A  wagoner,  in  charge  of  a  team  from  which  a  horse 
has  been  forcibly  taken,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  plain- 
tiff, though  be  had  been  permitted  to  hold  himself  out  to  the 
world  as  owner.     Moore  v.  ShenTc,  3  Barr,  13. 

70.  Although  a  witness  may  be  interested  in  the  question, 
yet  if  his  liability  will  remain  unimpaired,  no  matter  how 
the  suit  in  which  he  is  called  to  testify  may  eventuate,  an 
objection  will  not  lie  to  his  competency.  Sjpenoe  v.  Mitchell, 
9  Ala.  1U. 

71.  When  he  is  so  situated  that  he  will  be  liable  to  the 
same  extent  to  the  unsuccessful  party  in  the  cause,  no  matter 
which  he  may  be,  his  interest  is  balanced,  and  he  is  compe- 
tent to  testify  for  or  against  either  party.  Ford  v.  Jf'  Oiblon, 
1  Strobhart,  33. 

72.  A.,  being  indebted  to  B.,  executed  to  him  a.  mortgage 
of  certain  goods,  which  were  soon  afterwards  seized  on  exe- 
cution by  one  of  A.'s  creditors,  the  latter  claiming  that  the 
mortgage  was  fraudulent ;  whereupon  B.  brought  replevin, 
and  on  the  trial  offered  A.  as  a  witness.  Held,  that  he  was 
competent,  his  interest  being  balanced,  Moak  v.  Guion,  7 
HiU,  58. 
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T3.  A  liability  for  costs,  in  the  event  of  a  recovery  on 
notes,  prevents  the  person  so  liable  from  being  a  competent 
witness,  in  a  bill  in  equity  to  have  the  notes  surrendered  and 
cancelled.     Person  v.  Sanger^  1 W.  &  M.  138. 

74.  The  widow  of  a  deceased  person  cannot,  by  convey- 
ing her  interest  in  the  estate  to  the  other  distributees,  render 
herself  a  competent  witness  for  them,  in  a  suit  against  the 
executor  or  administrator.    Powell  v.  Powell^  10  Ala.  900. 

76.  A  legatee  and  incumbent  of  a  solvent  estate  having 
received  her  legacy,  and  released  and  assigned  the  annuity, 
is  a  competent  witness  for  the  executor.  Cornell  v.  Yanarta- 
dalen,  4  Barr,  364. 

76.  The  court  cannot  undertake,  by  one  not  party  to  the 
record,  to  judge  whether  the  release  and  assigimient  was 
colorable.     lb. 

77.  A  distributee  who  has  received  a  portion  of  his  dis- 
tributive share,  and  releases  to  the  administrator  all  claim 
upon  the  residue,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  administra- 
tor, in  a  suit  against  him  by  a  creditor  of  the  estate.  So, 
also,  is  the  husband  of  a  female  distributee,  who  releases  his 
wife's  claim  to  such  residue.    Hall  v.  Alexa/iider,  9  Ala.  219. 

78.  A  legatee  in  a  will  more  than  twenty  years  old,  which 
charges  his  legacy  on  the  land,  is  a  competent  witness  for 
the  devisees ;  it  appearing  that  there  was  other  property,  and 
no  evidence  that  he  could  be  called  upon  to  refund.  Levers 
V.  Van  Bushirk^  4  Barr,  309. 

79.  In  an  action  of  trover  against  the  purchaser  from  one 
who  is  dead,  his  widow  and  son  are  competent  witnesses  for 
the  defendant,  it  being  shown  that  the  estate  of  their  relation 
is  insolvent.     Tatum  v.  Mannmg,  9  Ala.  144. 


(b.)    Parties  to  the  Record. 

1.  A  witness  incompetent  to  testify  as  a  witness  for  a  party, 
cannot  be  rendered  competent  by  being  made  a  party  to  the 
record.    Symonds  v.  Peci,  10  How.  395. 

2.  The  Code  has  not  rendered  a  guardian  or  next  friend,  in 
whose  name  a  suit  is  prosecuted  for  an  infant,  a  competent 
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■witness  for  the  plaintiff.    He  is  still  excluded,  being  a  party 
to  the  record.    RaJm  v.  Yam  Doren,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  K.  411. 

3.  Under  the  Code,  section  136,  subdivision  3,  one  defend- 
ant in  action  brought  against  several,  upon  a  joint  and 
several  promissory  note,  is  admissible  as  a  witness  in  favor  of 
his  co-defendant.    Ladue  v.  Van  Vechten,  8  Barb.  664:. 

4.  A  party,  who  is  a  legal  plaintiff  on  the  record,  and,  as 
such,  responsible  for  the  costs  of  the  suit,  is  an  incompetent 
witness  in  the  cause,  upon  the  ground  of  interest.    Seliy  v. 

.  Clayton,  7  Gill,  240. 

5.  A  person  upon  whom  the  writ  is  not  served,  although 
named  in  it  as  one  of  the  defendants,  and  originally  liable 
on  the  same  cause  of  action,  is  no  party  to  the  suit,  and  may 
be  a  competent  witness  for  the  others,  if  he  be  not  liable  to 
them  for  a  contribution.     Gibhs  r.  Bryant,  1  Pick.  118, 

6.  There  can  be  no  possible  case  in  which  a  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  under  the  Code,  may  not  offer  his  co-plaintiff  or  co- 
defendant  as  a  witness,  and  have  him  received.  Having  been 
admitted  and  sworn,  his  examination  is  to  be  restricted  to 
matters  in  which  he  is  not  jointly  interested,  or  liable  with 
the  co-plaintiff  or  co-defendant  who  has  called  him.  Lefm&r 
V.  Brigham,  10  How.  385. 

7.  In  an  action  against  two  or  more,  to  recover  damages 
for  wrongfully  detaining  personal  property,  each  defendant 
is  a  competent  witness  for  his  co-defendant.  Qa/rdner  v. 
Finley,  19  Barb.  317. 

8.  One  co-trespasser  may  be  a  witness  for  another ;  and 
where  there  are  co-defendants  in  an  action  of  trespass,  if 
there  be  slight  evidence,  or  none,  against  one,  he  may  be  sworn 
as  a  witness  for  the  other,  a  fortiori,  if  he  have  been  iiamed 
as  a  party,  and  not  cited.  Curtis  v.  Ch'aham,  12  JVI.  289  ; 
Bouligyiy  v.  Dormenon,  2  N.  S.  455. 

9.  TJnder  the  Code  a  defendant  cannot  be  examined  by  his 
co-defendant,  to  establish  usury  as  a  defence  to  their  joint 
promissory  note.     Ely  v.  Miller,  1  Abbott,  241. 

10.  In  New- York,  where,  in  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note,  payable  to  A.  B.  or  bearer,  brought  by  a  person  to 
whom  the  same  had  been  sold  and  delivered  by  A.  B.,  the 
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latter  is  examined  as  a  witness  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  is  a  competent  witness  to  be  sworn  in  his  own  be- 
half, and  examined  to  the  same  matters  testified  to  by  A.  B., 
the  former  owner.     Bump  y.  Yan  Orsdale,  11  Barb.  634. 

11.  A  party  to  a  suit  is  competent  to  prove  the  loss  of  a 
paper  on  which  his  claim  may  depend,  so  as  to  authorize  the 
the  introduction  of  secondary  evidence  to  establish  its  con- 
tents.   Pratt  v.  Wafer,  4  An.  642. 

12.  Co-defendants,  charged  with  the  joint  conversion  of 
property,  cannot  be  witnesses  for  each  other.  Munson  v. 
Hegemam,,  10  Barb.  112. 

13.  A  party  to  a  suit  is  excluded  from  testifying,  on  the 
ground  of  interest;  if  that  cease,  the  objection  is  removed. 
When  he  is  not  nominally  a  party,  the  moment  his  interest 
ceases  the  objection  is  removed.     Sjpencer  v.  Lee,  2  L.  473. 

14.  The  defendant  in  attachment  is  not  competent  to  prove 
that  an  intervening  party,  who  claims  the  goods  attached,  is 
the  real  owner.    -Pleasamis  v.  Ross,  2  M.  114. 

15.  One  who  sues  as  executor,  and  who  declares  that  he 
has  no  personal  interest  in  the  case,  is  competent  as  a  wit- 
ness.   ParTcer  v.  Moore,  2  An.  1017. 

16.  A  party  upon  the  record,  although  divested  of  all 
interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  is  an  incompetent  witness. 
Bridges  v.  Armoxor,  6  How.  U.  S.  91 ;  Ev(Mhs  v.  Oihls,  6 
Humph.  405. 

17.  A  defendant  in  an  action,  ex  contractu,  who  has  been 
defaulted,  may,  if  he  have  no  interest  in  the  costs,  be  a  wit- 
ness to  sustain  a  defence  by  a  co-defendant,  which  goes  only 
to  the  personal  discharge  of  the  latter.  Essex  Bank  v.  Rix, 
10  K  H.  201. 

18.  The  mere  fact  of  a  witness  being  a  defendant  on  record, 
does  not  render  him  incompetent  if  he  be  a  nominal,  not  a 
real  defendant.  Max-e  v.  Church  of  St.  Martin,  5  N.  S.  7 ; 
Reynolds  v.  Rowley,  2  An.  890. 

19.  On  an  appeal  to  a  district  court,  taken  by  a  landholder 
from  the  report  of  a  jury  of  freeholders  appointed  to  lay  out 
a  road,  assessing  damages  for  the  injury  sustained  by  him  in 
consequence  of  the  opening  of  the  road  over  his  land  under 
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a  resolution  of  tlie  police  jury  of  the  parish,  the  president  of 
the  police  jury,  being  a  mere  nominal  party,  is  competent  as 
a  witness.    Frosard  y.  Police  Jury,  3  Ad.  560. 

20.  In  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  against  principal 
and  surety,  the  principal,  after  being  defaulted,  is  a  compe- 
tent witness  to  disprove  the  surety's  liability.  Chaffee  v. 
Jones,  19  Pick.  260. 

21.  The  affidavit  of  a  party  to  a  suit  may  be  received,  to 
prove  the  loss  of  a  writing,  in  order  to  let  in  secondary  evi- 
dence of  its  contents.    Donelson  v.  Taylor,  8  Pick.  390. 

22.  A  defendant  is  not  a  competent  witness  in  behalf  of 
his  co-defendant,  when  the  fact  which  he  is  offered  to  prove 
relates  to  a  matter  in  which  both  are  jointly  interested,  and 
would,  if  established,  defeat  a  recovery  against  either.  Frost 
V.  Hanford,  1  Smitli's  C.  P.  E.  540. 

23.  In  an  action  for- tort,  against  two  or  more,  each  defend- 
ant is  a  competent  witness  for  his  co-defendant.  Beal  v. 
Finch,  1  Kernan,  128 ;  Gardner  v.  Finley,  19  Barb.  317. 

24.  One  sued  as  administrator  for  a  debt  alleged  to  be  due 
by  the  deceased,  having  no  personal  interest  in  the  case,  is  a 
competent  witness  to  prove  that  the  claim  had  been  paid  by 
the  deceased.    De  Kerlegand  v.  Bolin,  1  An.  227. 

25.  A  party  to  a  suit,  who  is  interested,  is  incompetent  to 
testify.  Brander  v,  Ferriday,  16  Lou.  296;  Baudoin  v. 
Nicolas,  12  K.  694. 

26.  In  an  action  against  a  tutor  for  the  board,  tuition,  etc., 
of  his  wards,  the  latter,  though  represented  by  their  tutor, 
are  substantially  parties  to  the  suit,  and  cannot  be  called  by 
the  plaintiff  as  witnesses.    JDwight  v.  Smith,  9  E.  32. 

27.  In  an  action  against  a  seizing  creditor  and  the  sheri^, 
in  which  plaintiff  prayed  for  an  injunction  and  damages,  he 
cannot  call  upon  the  latter  to  testify  as  a  witness.  He  must 
release  him,  or  propound  interrogatories  to  him  as  a  party. 
Ddbhs  V.  Eemken,  3  E.  123. 

28.  The  parish  treasurer,  who  is  but  nominally  a  party 
to  the  suit,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  parish  in  a  suit 
against  the  sheriff  for  taxes.  Police  Jury  v.  Sherlurne,  17 
Lou.  345. 

29.  In  a  suit  brought  by  a  bank  against  a  common  carrier, 
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to  recover  for  a  package  of  baiik  bills  intrusted  to  tlie  carrier 
and  lost  by  him,  the  teller  of  the  bank,  who  delivered  the 
package  to  the  carrier,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  plain- 
tiffs.   Farmers'  and  Mechanics'  Bamk  v.  Cha/mplain  Trwns. , 
Co.,  18  Yt.  (3  Washb.)  131. 

30.  Held,  also,  in  such  suit,  that  the  cashier  of  the  bank, 
who  was,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  bills  to  the  de- 
fendants, a  stockholder  in  the  bank,  was  a  competent  witness 
for  the  bank,  it  appearing  that  the  bank  had  executed  and 
delivered  to  the  cashier  a  release  of  all  liability  to  them  on 
account  of  the  loss  of  the  bills  in  question,  and  that  the  cashier 
had  transferred  to  the  bank,  \ipon  sufficient  consideration,  the 
shares  owned  by  him  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  bank. 
Mi/rmers'  and  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Champlain  Trans.  Co.,  18 
Yt.  (3  Washb.)  131. 

31.  A  committee  of  a  religious  society  executed  a  lease  in 
behalf  of  the  society,  and  as  their  agents,  and  the  society 
subsequently  brought  an  action  against  the  tenant.  Held, 
that  one  of  the  committee,  who  had  ceased  to  be  a  member 
of  the  society,  was  not  incompetent  as  a  witness  for  the  plain- 
tiffs, by  reason  of  his  having  executed  the  lease  on  the  part 
and  behalf  of  the  society.  Congregational  Society  in  Wew- 
port  V.  Walker,  18  Yt.  (3  Washb.)  600. 

32.  In  Indiana,  one  of  joint  defendants  in  assumpsit,  who 
has  suffered  judgment  by  default,  is  a  competent  witness  for 
the  plaintiff.    Kincaid  v.  Purcell,  1  Carter,  (Ind.)  324. 

33.  A  defendant,  against  whom  no  testimony  has  been 
offered,  may  be  admitted  as  a  witness  in  behalf  of  his  co- 
defendant.    FranTclvn  v.  Sowa/rd,  3  Lou.  272. 

*  34.  So  he  is  admissible  after  suit  is  discontinued,  as  to 
him,  he  having  sworn  that  he  had  no  interest  in  the  event. 
Strong  v.  Cov/rcelle,  4  Lou.  233. 

35.  So  he  is  admissible  after  trial  and  verdict  in  his  favor. 
Bow  V.  Richardson,  4  Lou.  553. 

36.  In  a  petitory  action,  a  person  who  is  cited  in  warranty 
cannot  be  called  and  sworn  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff. 
Grami&r  v.  Oullion,  11  Lou.  276. 

37.  An  attorney  in  fact,  who  sues  in  his  principal's  name 
to  recover  a  debt  due  and  owing  to  him,  is  a  competent  wit- 
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ness  to  prove  the  plaintiff's  demand.    Zino  v.  Verdelle,  9 
Lou.  52. 

38.  "Where  a  defendant  is  entitled  to  offer  himself  as  a 
witness,  in  reply  to  the  testimony  of  an  assignor,  examined 
by  the-  adverse  party,  his  examination  is  not  limited  to  the 
identical  points  as  to  which  the  assignor  was  examined,  but 
he  may  testify  as  to  the  same  matter.  Gardner  v.  Gla/rk,  17 
Barb.  538  ;   Ward  v.  Ingraham,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  638. 

39.  In  all  actions  a  defendant  is  a  competent  witness  for 
his  co-defendant ;  but  as  to  the  subject  matter  of  his  examina- 
tion, he  is  restricted  to  answering  questions  tending  to  estab- 
lish a  defence  of  which  the  co-defendant  may  avail  himself 
separately.  What  matters  are  such — considered.  JBeal  v. 
Finch,  1  Kern.  128  ;  Zefever  v.  Brigham,  10  How.  Pr.  E, 
385. 

40.  Where  a  plaintiff  calls  the  defendant  as  a  witness,  to 
prove  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  the  defendant,  on  a  cross- 
examination  in  his  own  behalf,  proves  a  counter-claim,  as  set 
up  in  his  answer,  the  plaintiff  may  be  examined  in  reference 
to  the  evidence  given  by  the  defendant,  on  the  subjec*of  th© 
counter-claim.     Earpell  v.  Irwin,  1  Abbott,  144. 

41.  Where  a  defendant,  sued  upon  an  agreement,  was  ex- 
amined on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  the  alleged  breach, 
and  afterwards,  upon  his  cross-examination,  he  stated  the 
reason  why  he  had  not  perforn?6d  the  alleged  agreement : 
Held,  that  this  was  not  such  n^w  matter  as  authorized  the. 
plaintiff  to  offer  himself  as  a/witness,  under  section  395  of 
the  Code.     ChamherMn  v.  Hamilton,  18  Barb.  324. 

42.  There  is  no  reason  for' restricting  the  provision  of  the 
Code  allowing  a  party  to/be  examined  in  his  own  behalf, 
when  the  assignor  of  a  chm  in  action  has  been  examined  by 
the  adverse  party,  to  th/case  of  the  examination  of  a  volun- 
tary assignor.  It  applfes,  also,  where  assignment  is  made  in 
pursuance  of  law  o/the  direction  of  a  court  or  officer. 
Ga/rdncr  v.  Cla/rTc,  li  Barb.  638. 
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(c.)    Prmcvpal,  Agent  and  Attorney. 

1.  In  a  suit  in  rem  for  seaman's  wages,  the  master  is  a 
competent  witness  for  the  libellant,  though  he  may  have  ex- 
ecuted a  bill  of  sale  of  the  vessel  to  the  claimant.  The 
Trial,  1  Blatchford  &  Rowland,  9*. 

2.  The  declarations  of  a  workman  of  a  manufacturer  to 
third  persons  were  admitted  in  evidence  against  his  employer 
in  an  action  against  him  for  infringing  a  patent,  they  having 
been  made  at  the  time  of  his  employment.  Aiken  v.  Bemis, 
3  W.  &  M.  348. 

3.  Agents  are  generally  competent  witnesses ;  they  are  so 
in  many  cases  ex  necessitate,  though  they  may  be  interested. 
The  State  v.  Rolloway,  8  Blackf.  45. 

4.  Letters  written  and  sent  by  a  principal  to  his  factor, 
with  the  goods  consigned  to  his  care,  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, as  indicative  of  the  purpose  and  intention  of  the  prin- 
cipal with  regard  to  them,  to  show  the  instructions  and  orders 
given  to  the  factor.    Porter  v.  Ferguson,  4  Florida,  102. 

5.  The  declarations  of  an  agent,  although  accompanied 
by  acts,  are  inadmissible  in  favor  of  a  third  person  against 
the  principal  to  prove  the  extent  of  the  agent's  authority. 
Brigham  v.  Peters,  1  Gray,  139. 

6.  The  declarations  or  admissions  of  an  agent,  accompany- 
ing acts  done  by  him  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  and 
during  the  period  of  his  ageacy,  are  admissible  in  evidence 
against  his  principal,  as  a  pirt  of  such  acts,  but  not  other- 
wise.    Cooley  V.  Norton,  4  Cush.  93. 

7.  The  attorney,  with  whom  a  demand  is  left  for  collection, 
has  not  such  an  interest  in  a  suit  brought  by  him  upon  it  as 
to  make  his  admissions  evidence,  i!pon  that  ground,  in  favor 
of  the  debtor,  who  seeks  by  audt'.a  querela,  to  avoid  the 
judgment  rendered  against  him  in  foe  suit.  Underwood  v. 
Rart,  23  Yt.  (8  Washb.)  120. 

8.  The  testimony  of  the  master  is,  it  the  absence  of  the 
shipping  articles,  sufficient  of  itself  to  establish  the  time  of 
each  seaman's  service,  and  the  amount  of  wages  due.  The 
Trial,  1  Blatchford  &  Howland,  94. 

9.  When  a  party  having  possession  of  a  single  bill,  paya- 
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ble  to  another,  assigned  it  in  the  name  of  the  payee,  his  de- 
claration, made  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  that  he  was 
acting  as  the  agent  of  the  payee,  was  held  admissible  in 
proof  of  the  agency,  as  being  part  of  the  res  gestm  ;  but  such 
declarations,  made  after  the  assignment,  are  mere  hearsay,  and 
inadmissible.    Richardson  v.  Cato,  10  Humph.  138. 

10.  The  declarations  of  an  attorney  who  has  sold  a  note  be- 
longing to  his  client,  without  authority,  relative  to  his  title 
to  the  note,  not  made  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  are  inadmissi- 
ble in  a  suit  for  the  note,  between  the  true  owner  and  the 
purchaser.     Thomas  v.  Kmsey,  8  Geo.  421. 

11.  "Where  the  act  of  an  agent  will  bind  his  principal,  his 
declarations  and  admissions  respecting  the  subject-matter  of 
his  agency,  will  also  bind  him  if  made  at  the  same  time, 
and  constituting  part  of  the  res  gestos.  Moore  v.  JBettis,  11 
Humph.  61. 

12.  If  a  party  wishes  to  prove  the  admissions  of  a  supposed 
agent,  he  must  first  prove  the  facts  which  make  such  admis- 
sions competent.    lb. 

13.  The  sayings  of  an  agent  after  he  has  ceased  to  act  as 
agent,  are  not  competent  to  prove  his  agency.  Colquitt  v. 
Thomas,  8  Geo.  258. 

14.  If  A.^6mploy  B.  to  do  certain  work,  and  B.  employ  0., 
in  a  suit  by  0.  against  A.,  B.  is  a  competent  witness  for 
plaintiff.     Trouard  v.  Beauregard,  1  M.  81. 

15.  A  witness  is  not  incompetent  because  he  is  in  the  ser- 
vice of  the  party  who  calls  him,  and  receives  a  salary.  Zafon 
V.  Gravier,  1  N.  S.  243. 

16.  An  agent  interested  only  to  the  amount  of  his  com- 
missions is  a  competent  witness ;  but  where  he  has  an  interest 
distinct  from  his  commissions,  and  not  growing  out  of  his 
agency,  he  is  incompetent.    Stetson  v.  Ourney,  17  Lou.  168. 

IT.  A  cashier  acting  as  the  agent  of  a  bank  in  the  collec- 
tion of  money  due  to  the  institution,  is  a  competent  witness 
to  show  the  facts  and  circumstances  attending  the  payment 
of  any  such  sums,  and  to  establish  how,  by  whom  and  for 
what  purpose  such  payment  may  have  been  made.  Williams 
V.  Ba/nk  of  Louisiana,  17  Lou.  378. 

18.  Agf^nts  and  servants  may  be  received  as  witnesses  for 
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their  principals  and  masters,  without  a  release  of  responsi- 
bility, for  apparent  misconduct  and  negligence,  where  the 
affairs  conducted  by  them  have  been  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  their  business  or  agency.  Dujpilcmtier  v.  Bcmdolph,  3  M. 
198 ;  Fmlay  v.  Kirlclamd,  9  M.  463 ;  Robertson  v.  Nott,  2 IST. 
S.  122 ;  Martial  v.  Cotterel,  6  IT.  S.  276 ;  Zane  v.  I>epeyster, 
7  E".  S.  373 ;  Comie  v.  Ze  Blanc,  lb.  592. 

19.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  a  note  against  a  broker, 
who  bought  it  of  a  notary's  clerk,  the  notary  was  received  as 
a  competent  witness  to  prove  that  his  clerk  had  purloined 
the  note  from  his  office  and  sold  it  to  the  defendant,  notwith- 
standing he  was  the  agent  employed  to  protest  it.  Wieholson 
V.  Patton,  13  Lou.  216. 

20.  Tlie  mate  of  a  ship  is  a  good  witness  for  the  captain  in  a 
suit  by  the  owners  against  the  captain  for  negligence ;  for 
all  persons  employed  in  the  navigation  of  vessels  are  direct 
servants  of  the  owners  in  different  grades  of  authority.  Jor- 
dan V.  White,  4  N.  S.  340. 

21.  The  agent' is  allowed  to  prove  his  agency,  and  that  he 
sold  and  delivered  the  goods  to  the  defendant,  for  and  on 
account  of  his  principal,  even  when  the  latter  was  unknown 
at  the  time  to  the  person  buying.  Brewster  v.  Saul,  8  Lou. 
298. 

22.  An  agent  is  a  competent  witness  for  his  principal  in 
all  cases  except  where  suit  is  brought  against  the  principal 
on  account  of  the  negligence  of  the  agent.  Nicholson  v. 
Patton,  13  Lou.  216 ;  Ducros  v.  Jacobs,  10  E.  453. 

23.  Li  an  action  for  the  price  of  certain  timber,  which  de- 
fendant alleged  he  had  purchased  from  a  third  person,  an 
agent  of  plaintiff  is  competent  to  show  for  the  latter  that 
he  had  delivered  the  timber  to  such  third  persoa,  without 
authority  from  his  principal.     Maries  v.  Lam,dry,  4  E.  31. 

24.  The  necessity  of  the  case  which  admits  agents  as  wit- 
nesses for  their  principals,  is  equally  applicable  to  tutors, 
when  called  to  establish  facts,  the  knowledge  of  which  rests 
with  them  alone.     Kemp  v.  Rowley,  2  An.  316. 

26.  An  agent  is  a  competent  witness  for  his- principal.  In  an 
action  against  the  latter,  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  alleged 
to  have  been  paid  to  the  agent,  through  error,  and  admitted 
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to  have  been  paid  by  him  to  his  principal.  The  witness  is 
indifferent,  being  responsible  to  one  or  the  other  party 
for  the  amount  in  controversy.  McDonogh  v.  Delassua,  10 
E.  489. 

26.  The  cashier  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  bank  by 
which  he  is  employed,  in  a  transaction  within  the  scope  of 
his  employment.     Union  Bank  v.  Meeker,  4  An.  189. 

27.  The  master  and  others  employed  in  the  navigation  of 
a  vessel,  though  servants  of  the  owners  in  different  grades 
of  authority,  are  competent  witnesses  for  their  employers. 
A  witness  is  not  incompetent  because  he  is  or  has  been  in 
the  employment  of  the  party  who  calls  him.  Randall  v. 
Laguerenne,  7  E.  327. 

28.  In  an  action  against  part  of  the  owners  of  a  steamer, 
who,  as  commercial  partners,  were  bound  in  solido,  on  a 
note  given  for  materials  furnished  for  her  equipment,  which 
recites  that  "  the  steamer  and  owners  promise  to  pay,"  etc., 
and  was  signed  by  two  of  the  partners,  who  acted  as  agents 
for  the  rest,  the  latter  will  not  be  incompetent  as  witnesses 
for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  of  interest  in  the  event  of 
the  suit.  Knight  v.  Lauve,  3  An.  64 ;  Hart  v.  Lauve,  4 
An.  389. 

29.  The  rule,  that  a  witness  interested  in  the  subject  of  a 
suit,  or  in  the  record,  is  incompetent  to  testify  on  the  side  of 
his  interest,  is  not  under  the  commercial  law  applicable  to 
agents  and  factors,  offered  to  prove  acts  done  within  the  scope 
of  their  employment;  their  relation  to  their  principal  is 
merely  a  matter  to  be  considered  in  estimating  their  credi- 
bility. Britton  v.  Andrews,  1  An.  399 ;  Forman  v.  Walker, 
4  An.  409. 

30.  An  agent  by  whom  a  contract  has  been  executed,  and 
who  has  been  released  by  the  plaintiff  from  any  liability  to 
him,  may  be  examined  as  a  witness  in  an  action  on  the  con- 
tract, to  prove  the  extent  of  his  powers.  Miller  v.  Canal 
Co.,  8  E.  236. 

31.  A  consignee  of  goods  on  his  own  account,  refusing  to 
receive  them,  and  afterwards  selling  them  as  agent  of  the 
consignors,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  consignors  in  an 
action  by  them  against  the  purchasers  for  the  price  of  the 
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goods,  although  he  had  endorsed  the  bill  of  lading  in  blank. 
Brown  v.  Bahcock,  3  Mass.  29. 

32.  One  who  has  sold  the  goods  as  agent  of  another  upon 
a  del  credere  commission,  is  not  a  competent  witness  in  an 
action  brought  by  the  principal  against  the  purchaser  for 
the  price  of  the  goods  sold.  N".  Y.  Slate  Co.  v.  Osgood,  11 
Mass.  60. 

33.  In  an  action  on  a  contract  made  by  a  person  assuming 
to  be  an  agent  for  the  defendant,  he  is  a  competent  witness 
to  prove  his  authority  to  make  the  contract.  Emerson  v. 
Prov.  Hat  Co.,  12  Mass.  237. 

34.  "Where  A.  drew  a  bill  as  agent  upon  B.,  and  obtained 
funds  thereby  for  the  use  of  his  principal,  C,  it  was  held, 
that  A.,  on  being  released  by  B.,  was  a  competent  witness 
for  B.,  in  a  suit  against  C.  Thurston  v.  Momto,  1  .Greene, 
(Iowa,)  231. 

35.  When  the  question  is,  whether  the  agent  did  or  did 
not  exceed  his  authority,  he  is  equally  liable  to  the  losing 
party,  if  he  exceeds  his  powers,  for  the  damage  done  thereby, 
and  is  competent  without  a  release.     Crooher  v.  Appleton, 

25  Maine,  (12  Shep.)  131. 

36.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  difference  upon  a  stock 
contract,  it  was  held,  that  the  broker  who  made  the  con- 
tract was  a  good  witness  to  prove  that  he  had  received  a 
parol  authority  from  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  contract; 
{Livingston  v.  Swajnwick,  2  Dallas,  300 ;)  and  also  to  prove 
every  part  of  the  transaction.  And  the  court  further  said, 
if  the  broker  or  agent  were  not  permitted  to  give  evidence 
of  the  instructions  he  received,  (which  were  oral  in  this  case, 
and  were  usually  so  in  similar  cases,)  it  would  be  imprac- 
ticable to  ascertain  the  facts  that  are  essential  to  enable  the 
court  to  decide  upon  the  merits  of  the  controversy.    Id. 

37.  Where  one  delivers  a  negotiable  note  to  another  as 
his  agent,  to  negotiate  it,  and  the  agent  pledges  the  note  as 
security  for  a  loan  to  himself  at  unlawful  interest,  in  an 
action  by  the  owner  against  the  pledgee  for  the  note  the 
agent  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  plaintiff.  Keutgen  v. 
PwrTcs,  2  Sandf.  Sup.  Ct.  60. 

38.  Ah  attorney  is  not  admissible  as  a  witness  to  disclose 
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facts,  the  knowledge  of  which  he  acquired  confidentially,  in 
the  practice  of  his  profession.  But  when  in  possession  of 
papers  belonging  to  his  client's  adversary,  or  when  called  on, 
after  having  had  them  in  his  possession,  to  disclose  what  he 
has  done  with  them,  or  to  point  out  where  they  may  be 
found,  the  rule  does  not  apply.     Travis  v.  January,  3  E.  227. 

39.  An  attorney  may  be  as  properly  called  on  to  produce 
papers  belonging  to  his  client's  adversary,  and  necessary  to 
establish  the  rights  of  the  latter,  if  still  in  his  possession,  or 
interrogated  as  to  facts  which  may  lead  to  their  discovery, 
as  his  client  himself  could  be.     0.  P.  140,  473  ;  lb. 

40.  An  attorney  cannot  become  a  witness  for  his  client  in 
a  cause  in  which  he  was  employed,  by  renouncing  his  fee 
and  having  his  name  struck  off  the  record,  English  v.  La- 
tham, 3  ]Sr.  S.  88. 

41.  The  agent  of  a  corporation,  who  accepts  bills  drawn 
on  him  by  a  stockholder,  for  the  accommodation  of  the  cor- 
poration, is  a  co-mpetent  witness  against  the  drawer  or  in- 
dorsers,  when  sued  on  the  bills,  and  also  if  the  action  is  for 
money  paid,  &c.,  by  one  party  to  the  bill  against  another. 
Rhodes  v.  Sherrod,  9  Ala.  63. 

42.  In  assumpsit  by  a  bank  on  a  note,  the  cashier  is  compe- 
tent for  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  its  loss  and  contents.  So  to  prove 
an  over  payment.  Stafford  BamJc  v.  Cornell,  1  N.  H.  Eep.  192. 
And  this,  though  he  had  given  a  bond  with  sureties  for  the  cor- 
rect discharge  of  his  duties.  U.  8.  Bank  v.  Stearnes,  15  Wend. 
3l4.  So  of  an  action  for  money  obtained  from  him,  through 
his  alleged  misconduct.  FranTcUnBamJc  v.  Freeman,  16  Pick. 
534,  528-9.  He  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  plaintiff  in  an 
action  against  the  bank  for  the  amount  of  a  deposit.  John/- 
son  V.  The  Farmers^  Banlt,  &o.,  1  Harringt.  Eep.  117. 

43.  Agents  are  admissible  as  witnesses,  from  necessity, 
though  interested.    Rice  v.  Oove,  22  Pick.  158. 

44.*  Under  the  statute  which  directs  that  attorneys  shall 
not  give  evidence  in  any  case  in  which  they  may  have  been, 
employed,  the  meaning  and  intention  of  the  legislature  were 
only  to  prevent  a  party  from  using  the  testimony  of  his  own 
lawyer,  and  not  that  of  the  counsel  of  the  adverse  party. 
Cow  V.  WiMame,  5  IS.  S.  141. 
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45.  Attorneys  and  solicitors,  who  hold  the  papers  of  their 
clients,  cannot  be  compelled,  under  a  sulpoena  duces  tecum, 
to  produce  them  in  a  controversy  between  third  persons, 
except  where  their  clients  would  be  compelled.  1  Stark. 
Ev.  87-8,  6th  Am.  ed. 

46.  Although,  under  our  laws,  an  attorney  at  law  be  a 
competent  witness  for  his  client,  the  position  of  an  attorney, 
offering  himself  as  such,  is  one  of  extreme  delicacy  both  to 
the  witness  and  the  court ;  and  it  is  always  desirable,  for  the 
harmony  of  the  profession,  the  independence  of  the  bench, 
and  the  public  confidence  in  the  administration  of  justice,  that 
an  attorney  should  not  be  a  witness,  except  in  extreme  cases, 
when  all  other  means  of  proof  are  impossible ;  and  then  the 
attorney  should  withdraw  from  participation  in  the  case.  Suc- 
cession of  EarTcins,  2  An.  923 ;  Blcmc  v.  Forgay,  6  An.  695. 

47.  In  a  suit  by  a  plaintiff  to  recover  wages  of  the  pro- 
prietor of  a  building,  the  builder  is  a  competent  witness  for 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  contract  made  between  the 
builder  and  proprietor  was  subsequently  modified,  and  that 
it  was  agreed  that  plaintiff  should  be  employed.  Mcintosh 
V.  Clannon,  18  Lou.  469. 

48.  An  attorney  at  law  is  competent,  when  not  called  on 
to  disclose  any  facts,  the  knowledge  of  which  was  acquired 
confidentially,  in  the  practice  of  his  profession.  Beeves  v. 
Burton,  6  N.  S.  284. 

49.  Counsel,  although  they  cannot  give  testimony  in  a 
cause,  are  not  excluded  by  the  statute  on  this  subject  from 
making  affidavit  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  proceedings 
have  been  conducted.     Caulker  v.  Badks,  3  N.  S.  545. 

50.  An  agent,  entitled  to  a  commission  for  his  services,  is 
not  disqualified  as  a  witness  for  his  employer.  Burlce  v. 
Brazeale,  1  E.  73. 

61.  Facts,  communicated  by  the  client  to  his  counsel  in 
his  professional  capacity,  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  by  the 
latter,  although  he  have  not  received  a  fee,  unless  the  client 
himself  consent  to  their  disclosure.  Bailly  v.  Bobles,  4  N, 
S.  361 ;  Succession  of  HarMns,  2  An.  923. 

52.  In  an  action  against  the  owner  of  a  ship,  for  goods 
supplied,  the  master  is  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
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the  ownersliip,  Le  Blanc,  J.,  said  he  was  liable  in  respect 
to  his  contract ;  but  the  owners  were  liable  from  their  char- 
acter. Eoworoft  V.  Basset,  Peak.  Add.  Cas.  199.  He  is 
equally  a  witness  for  the  defendant.  DescadiUis  v.  Harris, 
8  Greenleaf,  298.  In  one  case,  the  owner  was  received  as  a 
witness  for  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  to  charge  another  with 
work  done  on  the  schooner  at  the  defendant's  special  request. 
Nicholson  V.  May,  1  Wright,  660. 

53.  In  an  action  involving  the  validity  of  a  deed,  the  at- 
torney who  prepared  it  is  competent  to  prove  it  valid,  even 
though  there  be  another  action  pending  against  him  in  which 
he  must  fail  if  the  deed  be  invalid.  Hudson  v.  Bevett,  5 
Bing.  368.  A  broker  who  effected  a  policy  is  competent  as 
to  all  matters  connected  with  the  policy,  though  he  have  an 
interest  arising  from  a  lien  on  the  policy.  Hunter  v.  Leath- 
ley,  10  Barn.  &  Oress.  858.  This  was  said  to  be  ex  necessi- 
tate. In  an  action  by  the  sheriff  against  a  vendee,  for  the 
price  of  goods  sold  at  auction  by  his  deputy,  the  latter  is  a 
competent  witness  for  the  sheriff.   Brent  v.  Green,  6  Leigh,  16. 

64.  But  in  another  case,  where  the  plaintiff's  agent  had 
been  negligent,  e.  g.,  a  notary  in  giving  notice  to  charge  the 
plaintiff's  endorser,  yet  he  was  received  for  the  plaintiff,  to 
prove  a  waiver  of  notice  by  a  promise  from  the  endorser, 
though  it  was  admitted  that,  had  the  action  been  against  the 
principal  for  the  neglect  of  his  agent,  the  latter  would  have 
been  incompetent  for  the  former,  because  the  record  would 
be  evidence.     Johnson  v.  Harth,  2  Bail.  183-i-5. 

55.  A  party's  attorney  at  law  is  a  good  witness  in  his  favor. 
Menendez  v.  La/rionda,  3  M.  256. 

56.  An  attorney  cannot  object,  on  the  ground  of  profes- 
sional confidence,  to  being  interrogated  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  he  became  possessed  of  papers  introduced  by  him  in 
support  of  his  client's  cause,  where  it  does  not  appear  that 
he  received  them  from  his  client  or  his  agent.  Beynolds  v. 
Bowley,  3  K.  201. 

57.  An  attorney  at  law  is  admissible  to  prove  a  fact  which 
he  was  directed  by  Ms  client  to  plead,  because  such  fact 
was  not  communicated  as  a  secret,  but  was  to  be  spread 
upon  the  record.     Cormier  v.  Bichard,  7  N.  S.  179. 
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58.  An  attorney  at  law  cannot  be  compelled  to  disclose 
confidential  communications  made  to  him  by  his  client  who 
is  deceased.    Hart  v.  Thompson,  15  Lou.  88. 

59.  An  attorney  at  law  is  competent  to  prove  for  his  client, 
that  he,  the  attorney,  has  not  received  the  amount  of  his 
client's  debt.    McOrummen  v.  Stewart,  4  Lou.  501. 

60.  An  attorney  at  law,  who  is  to  receive  a  per  centage 
on  the  amount  he  recovers,  is  not  disqualified  as  a  witness 
for  his  client  on  the  score  of  interest,  when  that  interest  con- 
sists in  his  honora/rium.  Flowers.  0^ Connor,  7  Lou.  207. 
BurTce  v.  Breazeale,  1  K.  73. 

61.  An  attorney,  interrogated  as  a  witness  in  a  cause  upon 
his  voir  dire,  swore  "  that  he  had  not  stipulated  any  par- 
ticular fee,  but  expected  to  be  paid  for  his  legal  services,  and 
that  it  was  his  habit,  when  he  had  not  stipulated  for  his  fee, 
to  charge  leas  should  he  fail  in  the  cause  than  if  he  were  to 
succeed,  and  that  he  would  feel  bound  by  his  rule  of  conduct 
to  apply  it  to  this  case ;"  held,  that  he  was  admissible  as  a 
witness  for  his  client.     Sprigg  v.  Beaman,  6  Lou.  64. 

62.  A  judge  before  whom  a  cause  is  being  tried,  is  a  com- 
petent witness  for  either  party.  The  act  of  25th  March,  1828, 
sec.  6,  provides  in  what  manner  he  shall  be  sworn,  and  how 
his  testimony  shall  be  reduced  to  writing,  if  required  by 
either  party.     Bahin  v.  Nolan,  10  K.  373. 

63.  A  district  judge  cannot  be  examined  as  a  witness  on 
the  trial  of  a  cause  where  he  sits  as  a  judge ;  except,  perhaps, 
in  a  jury  case.    Ross  v.  Buhler,  2  N.  S.  312. 

64.  The  evidence  of  the  parish  judge  will  be  good  to  es- 
tablish facts  tending  to  show  that  a  party  assented  to  a  sale 
of  mortgaged  premises,  and  agreed  to  look  to  the  proceeds 
of  the  property  for  payment,  though  such  facts  may  not  be 
conclusive  proof  of  the  consent.  Williams  v.  Banh  of  Lo-w- 
isiana,  17  Lou.  378. 

65.  The  parish  judge  who  received  the  sheriff's  bond  is  a 
good  witness  to  prove  its  loss ;  nor  can  it  be  objected  that  it 
was  his  duty  not  to  suffer  the  sheriff  to  act  without  giving  a 
bond ;  and  that  he  would  be  liable  to  a  penalty  if  he  had 
neglected  this  duty.    Yillere  v.  Armstrong,  4  N".  S.  21. 
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(d.)    Husband  and  Wife. 

1.  When  the  assignor  of  a  chose  in  action  is  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiff,  the  husband  or  wife  of  such  assignor 
is  equally  competent.  Hastings  v.  McKinley,  1  Smith's  0, 
p!  E.  273. 

2.  A  next  friend  is  not  a  competent  witness  for  the  party 
for  whom  he  appears.     Eahn  v.  Yon  Doren,  lb.  411. 

3.  A  woman  who  has  been  divorced  is  not  competent  to 
prove  a  contract  made  with  her  husband  during  coverture. 
Cook  V.  Grange,  18  Ohio,  526. 

4.  Where  the  husband  has  assigned  the  thing  in  action,  and 
has  no  interest  in  the  claim,  the  wife  is  a  competent  witness  for 
the  assignee,  and  will  be  admitted  without  notice  of  her  intend- 
ed examination.    Farley  v.  Flanagan,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  R.  313. 

5.  A  wife  cannot  be  a  witness  against  the  interest  of  her 
husband,  in  a  suit  to  which  her  husband's  trustee  is  the  nom- 
inal party,  and  which  the  trustee  defends  on  behalf  of  the 
husband.     Edwards  v.  Pitts,  3  Strobh.  140. 

6.  The  wife  of  an  interested  witness  is  not  admissible. 
Griffin  V.  Brown,  2  Pick.  304. 

7.  Where  in  an  action  for  enticing  away  the  plaintiff's 
wife,  the  marriage  of  the  plaintiff  with  his  alleged  wife  is 
denied  by  the  defence,  and  the  plaintiff  has  given  sufficient 
evidence  to  establish  it  prima  facie,  the  defendant  cannot  ex- 
amine the  wife  to  disprove  the  marriage.  ScherpfY.  Sza- 
deczky,  1  Abbott,  366. 

8.  A  husband  or  wife  is  not  a  competent  witness  where 
either  the  legal  or  equitable  interest  of  the  other  is  involved 
in  the  issile.     Footman  v.  Fendergrass,  2  Strobh.  Eq.  317. 

9.  A  widow  may  be  a  competent  witness  as  to  facts  which 
happened  during  her  coverture,  to  which  it  would  not  have 
been  competent  for  her  husband,  if  living,  to  testify.  Coffin 
V.  Jones,  13  Pick.  441. 

10.  The  wife  is  not  a  competent  witness,  imder  the  Ver- 
mont act  of  1852,  for  or  against  her  husband,  in  any  civil 
Buit  or  proceeding.  Manchester  v.  Manchester,  24  Yt.  (1 
Deane,)  649. 

11.  The  rule  of  evidence,  that  neither  the  husband  or  wife 
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can  be  witnesses  for  or  against  each  other,  applies  to  a  case 
in  which  the  husband  is  offered  to  testify  in  favor  of  the  wife, 
in  reference  to  her  separate  estate.  Williamson  v,  Morton, 
2  Md.  Gh.  Decis.  94. 

.  12.  The  rule  of  evidence,  that  husband  and  wife  cannot 
be  witnesses  for  or  against  each  other,  is  firmly  established, 
and  is  founded  partly  on  identity  of  interest,  and  partly  on 
that  principle  of  public  policy  which  seeks  to  prevent  discord 
in  families,  a  policy  of  which  no  evasion  will  be  permitted, 
even  after  divorce.   Bradford  v.  Williams,  2  Md.  Ch.  Decis.  1. 

13.  In  an  action  on  the  case  brought  by  a  husband  for 
criminal  conversation  with  his  wife,  the  latter,  after  a  divorce 
from  the  bonds  of  matrimony,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the 
plaintiff,  to  prove  the  charge  in  the  declaration.  DicTcerman 
V.  Graves,  6  Cash.  308. 

14.  Where  a  suit  was  commenced  by  a  wife  upon  an  agree- 
ment for  the  payment  of  moneys  alleged  in  the  complaint  to 
be  her  separate  property,  which  allegation  was  denied  in  the 
answer,  and  the  claim  was  assigned  by  her,  with  the  consent 
of  her  husband,  to  a  new  plaintiff,  who  was  substituted  for 
her  upon  the  record ;  it  was  held,  that  her  husband  was  a 
competent  witness  in  behalf  of  the  new  plaintiff  upon  the 
trial.    Hastings  v.  MoKinley,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  273. 


(e.)    Parties  to  Notes  and  Obligations. 

1.  An  endorser  of  a  note  is  not  an  assignor  of  a  thing  in 
action,  within  the  meaning  of  section  399  of  the  Code.  When 
such  endorser  is  examined  as  a  witness,  the  defendant  can- 
not, under  that  section,  be  examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own 
behalf.    Hicks  v.  Wirth,  10  How.  Pr.  E.  555. 

2.  The  grantor  in  a  deed  of  trust,  by  which  property  is 
conveyed  to  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  is  not  a 
competent  witness  for  the  trustee,  in  a  suit  by  him  to  recover 
the  trust  property  from  a  purchaser  claiming  through  a 
sheriff's  sale,  by  virtue  of  an  execution  against  the  grantor, 
Hodge  v.  Thompson,  9  Ala.  131. 

3.  The  rule  that  excludes  a  wife  from  being  a  witness  for 
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or  against  her  husband,  applies  only  when  he  is  a  party  to 
the  suit,  or  has  an  interest  in  the  claim.  Farley  t.  Flcma- 
gan,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  313. 

4.  A  party  to  a  sealed  note  is  competent  to  prove  an  ex- 
tension of  time  to  himself,  thereby  discharging  another  party, 
who  was  a  surety,  under  a  plea  of  payment,  and  a  special 
plea  of  the  extension.     Miller  v.  Stem,  2  Barr,  286.        • 

6.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  being,  that  the  purchaser  should 
take  up  and  pay  certain  notes,  given  by  A.  and  B.  jointly 
for  the  purchase  money,  which  were  in  the  hands  of  an  en- 
dorsee, a  covenant,  by  the  endorsee,  to  A.,  not  to  sue  him  on 
the  notes,  will  not  render  him  a  competent  witness,  for  he 
would  be  liable  over  to  the  endorser  on  his  taking  up  the 
notes.    Ferson  v.  Sanger,  Davies,  252. 

6.  In  an  action  brought  on  a  bill  of  exchange  by  an  en- 
dorsee against  his  endorser,  the  drawer  and  drawee  of  the 
bill  are  incompetent  witnesses  to  establish  the  defence  of 
usmy,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  recovery  of  any  in- 
terest.   Saltmarsh  v.  Tuthill,  13  How.  TJ.  S.  229. 

Y.  A  surety  upon  a  bill  single,  who  is  a  certificated  bank- 
rupt, is  not  a  competent  witness  in  behalf  of  his  co-surety, 
for,  though  discharged  from  liability  as  to  the  holder,  yet  he 
is  liable  to  make  contribution  to  his  co-surety.  Keer  v.  Clarh, 
11  Humph.  Y7. 

8.  In  an  action  brought  by  the  endorsee  upon  a  promissory 
note,  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  called  by  the  defendant  to  testify, 
although  he  was  the  subscribing  witness.  Cushman  v. 
Downing,  29  Maine,  (16  Shep.)  459. 

9.  The  drawers  of  a  note  cannot  be  permitted  by  their 
own  testimony  to  prove  that  they  were  not  liable  to  the  payee, 
as  this  would  be  to  fix  on  him  a  liability  which  they  had  as- 
sumed as  drawers.     Alexander  v.  Alexa/nder,  3  Barr,  56. 

10.  If  a  note  be  signed  by  a  principal  and  surety,  and  an 
action  be  brought  thereon  by  the  payee  against  the  surety, 
the  principal  will  be  a  competent  witness  for  the  plaintiff. 
Morse  v.  Green,  13  K  H.  32. 

11.  A  party  who  assigns  a  claim,  and  becomes  a  witness 
to  prove  it,  places  himself  in  a  position  where  his  testimony 
will  be  looked  at  with  more  doubt  than  in  other  cases ;  and 
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where  contradicted  on  a  material  point,  he  cannot  complain 
if  credit  is  withheld  from  him.  Watkins  v.  Cousall,  1  Smith's 
C.  P.  E.  65. 

12.  The  rule,  that  a  party  to  a  negotiable  instrument  is  not 
a  competent  witness  to  impeach  the  instrument,  is  not  appli- 
cable, unless  the  instrument  be  negotiated  before  it  falls  due. 
Bohrer  v.  Mornmgstar,  18  Ohio,  579. 

13.  A  party  to  a  negotiable  instrument  actually  negotiated, 
though  inadmissible  to  impeach  it,  may  prove  subsequent 
matters,  as  payment  or  discharge.  The  admissibility  of  his 
evidence  depends  on  its  character.  Appleton  v.  Donaldson, 
3  Barr,  381. 

14.  The  payee,  in  a  note  which  he  has  endorsed,  is  a  com- 
petent witness  to  prove  usury  in  the  note.  Richards  v.  Ma/rsh- 
man,  2  Greene,  (Iowa,)  21T. 

15.  A.  assigned  a  note  to  B.,  October  24th,  1841,  and  on 
the  18th  of  December  following,  B.  assigned  the  same  to  0. 
without  recourse.  Some  time  after,  0.  assigned  it  in  the  same 
way  to  D.,  from  whom  the  note  came  into  the  possession  of 
E.  Held,  that  as  D.  had  no  recourse  upon  C,  and  C.  none 
upon  B.,  and  B.  was  not  responsible  to  any  subsequent  en- 
dorsee, and  as  A.  had  been  discharged  from  all  liability  as 
an  endorser  to  all  the  endorsees,  except  E.,  by  a  lapse  of  time 
and  negligence  to  collect,  A.  was  a  competent  witness  for  E. 
in  a  suit  upon  the  note,  upon  .  being  released  by  E.  Wilker- 
son  V.  Daniels,  1  Iowa,  (Greene,)  179. 

16.  In  an  action  on  a  negotiable  note  by  the  endorsee 
against  the  maker,  the  payee  is  not  a  competent  witness  to 
prove  want  of  consideration  as  between  him  and  the  maker, 
though  the  same  has  been  taken  from  the  payee  by  the  en- 
dorsee on  account  of  a  previous  debt  against  the  payee. 
Bosenberger  v.  Bitting,  15  Penn.  State  E.  (3  Harris,)  278. 

17.  One  of  several  executors  is  not  a  competent  witness 
in  behalf  of  his  co-executors  under  the  Code  of  New- York, 
in  an  action  brought  against  the  executors  for  a  claim  against 
the  estate  of  their  testator.  Fort  v.  Oooding,  9  Barb.  Sup. 
Ct.  371. 

18.  An  endorser,  who  has  assigned  a  note  without  recourse, 
which  was  made  payable  to  him  as  the  agent  of  the  endorsee, 
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for  a  debt  due  the  endorsee,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the 
latter  in  a  suit  upon  the  note.  Boyd  v.  Mclvor,  14  Ala. 
693. 

19.  The  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  endorsed  for  his  ac- 
commodation by  another,  is  not  a  competent  witness  for  such 
an  endorser,  in  a  suit  by  the  holder  against  him,  unless  re- 
leased from  costs  and  damages,  Bowne  v.  Hyde,  6  Barb. 
392. 

20.  In  an  action  by  the  endorsee  against  the  maker  of  a 
note,  the  payee  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  time  of 
the  endorsement.    Kinsley  v.  Robinson,  21  Pick.  327. 

21.  The  assignee  of  a  chose  in  action,  which  has  been 
assigned  as  a  pledge  to  secure  a  debt  due  from  the  assignor 
to  the  assignee,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  assignor  in  an 
action,  in  his  name,  to  recover  the  debt  assigned  for  the  use 
of  the  assignee.    Locke  v.  W.  A.  Ins.  Co.  13  Mass.  61. 

22.  The  principal  in  a  note  is  a  competent  witness  against 
one  who  signed  the  note  as  his  surety,  with  whom  he  had 
deposited  corn  sufficient  to  indemnify  him  against  liability. 
Gayle  v.  Bishop,  14  Ala.  652. 

23.  In  an  action  by  the  endorsee  against  the  payee  and 
endorser  of  a  negotiable  note,  the  maker  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness to  prove  the  execution  of  the  note  by  himself  and  part- 
ners as  makers,  and  the  endorsement  by  the  defendant. 
Crowley  v.  Ba/rry,  4  Gill.  194. 

24.  In  an  action  against  the  security  of  a  note,  to  which 
the  defence  was  usury,  it  was  held,  that  the  maker,  upon 
being  relieved  from  all  liability,  was  a  competent  witness  for 
the  defendant.    Ba/rneU  v.  Trouimam,,  9  Geo.  36. 

25.  In  an  action  by  the  endorsee  of  a  note  against  the  en- 
dorser, the  maker,  when  released  by  the  defendant,  is  a  com- 
petent witness  for  him.  Franklin  Bcmk  v.  Pratt,  31  Maine, 
(1  Bed.)  501. 

26.  One  co-maker  of  a  note,  not  sued,  who  is  a  surety  for 
the  other,  is  an  incompetent  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  in  a  suit 
upon  the  note.  The  case  is  not  varied  by  the  fact  that  he 
was  the  agent  of  the  principal  debtor  in  signing  his  name. 
MoCall  V.  Sinclair,  14  Ala.  764. 

27.  A  drawer  of  a  bill,  for  whose  accommodation  it  has 

3 


34  COMPETENCY   OF  WITNESS. 

been  accepted,  is  not  a  competent  witness  for  the  acceptors, 
in  an  action  thereon  by  the  holder  against  them.  Ford,  t. 
Nichols,  3  Gratt.  88. 

28.  The  endorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange  is  a  competent 
witness  for  either  party,  in  an  action  by  the  endorsee  against 
the  drawer.  Oli/uer  v.  The  President  cmd  Directors  of  the 
Bank  of  Tennessee,  11  Humph.  74. 

29.  In  sjp.  action  by  the  holder  of  a  negotiable  note  against 
the  payee,  who  also'  guaranteed  its  payment,  the  drawer  is 
a  competent  witness  to  prove  that  the  note  in  suit  was  made 
payable  to  the  payee,  at  the  request  of  one  to  whom  the 
drawer  was  indebted ;  and  such  evidence  is  relevant  to  the 
issue.    Lewis  v.  Ca/rsoAJo,  15  Penn.  State  E.  (3  Harris,)  31. 

30.  A  party  to  a  negotiable  instrument  shall  not  be  per- 
mitted to  show  that  it  was  invalid  when  he  became  a  party 
to  it,  by  his  own  testimony.    Jones  v.  CooUdge,  T  Mass.  199. 

31.  But  he  may  testify  to  facts  happening  afterwards,  and 
consistent  with  the  validity  of  the  note  at  first.  Thayer  v 
Grossman,  1  Met.  416. 

32.  In  an  action  against  the  endorser,  where  the  note  was 
discounted  by  the  holder  for  the  maker,  the  maker  cannot 
be  caUed  to  show  usury  in  such  discount.  Hartford  Bank 
V.  Barry,  17  Mass.  94. 

33.  In  an  action  on  a  note  given  to  a  wife  when  she  was 
sole,  and  endorsed  by  her  husband,  she  is  admissible  to  prove 
payment  before  endorsement.    Fitch  v.  Rill,  11  Mass.  286, 

34.  According  to  the  Spanish  law,  the  validity  of  an  au- 
thentic act  may  be  impeached  by  the  subscribing  witness ; 
but  in  order  to  support  an  allegation  of  its  falsehood  and 
forgery,  three  things  were  necessary,  namely,  that  the  wit- 
nesses must  all  agree ;  that  they  must  be  of  unexceptionable 
character,  and  the  notary  of  bad  character ;  or  if  the  witnesses 
do  not  all  agree,  an  alihi  must  be  proved.  Langlish  v. 
Schons,  5  M.  406. 

36.  In  an  action  by  a  tutor  to  annul  the  release  of  a  mort 
gage  in  favor  of  his  minors,  made  in  fraud  of  their  rights  by 
a  former  tutor,  the  latter  is  a  competent  witness  for  the 
^plaintiff,  to  prove  that  no  money  was  received  by  him  in 
discharge  of  the  debt  due  to  the  minors,  although  its  receipt 
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have  been  acknowledged  by  him  in  an  authentic  act.    Kemp 
T.  Bowley,  2  An.  316. 

36.  A  freeholder,  who  has  signed  a  return  for  a  road,  under 
the  jurat  of  the  justice  of  the  peace,  cannot  afterwards  be 
permitted  to  prove  he  was  not  sworn.  Innis  v.  Kemper,  3 
N.  S.  119. 

37.  A  public  oflScer,  who  has  given  a  certificate  in  his 
official  character,  will  not  be  listened  to  as  a  witness  to  prove 
its  falsehood.  Nemo  allegans  suam  turpitudinem  est  audi- 
endus.    Mathews  v.  Boland,  5  E.  200. 

38.  A  witness  to  a  will  is  competent  to  impeach  it.  Marie 
V.  Avert,  10  M.  28  ;  Bouthemy  v.  Dreux,  12  M.  639. 

39.  In  a  petitory  action  to  recover  land  sold  to  defendant 
by  plaintiff's  ancestor,  through  the  agency  of  a  witness,  the 
latter  is  incompetent  to  destroy  the  authentic  act  of  sale,  the 
validity  of  which  is  collaterally  questioned,  to  the  prejudice 
of  defendant.    Sprigg  v.  Herman,  6  IST.  S.  512. 

40.  The  maker  of  an  act  of  sale  sous  seing prive,  may  prove 
its  execution.     RobesTtson  v.  Lucas,  1  N.  S.  187. 

41.  A  witness  on  oath  will  not  be  permitted  to  contradict 
his  written  acknowledgments  and  admissions,  even  when  not 
sworn  to.    Meynes  v.  Zaoharie,  10  Lou.  129. 

42.  Where  a  note  secured  by  a  mortgage  has  been  endorsed 
by  the  payee,  and  the  mortgage  assigned,  and  the  endorsee, 
without  endorsing  the  note,  by  an  instrument  in  writing  on 
the  mortgage,  conveys  "  all  his  right,  title  and  interest  in  and 
to  the  within  mortgage,  and  the  premises  described  therein, 
and  also  the  mortgaged  note  named  therein,"  to  A.,  the 
assignor  is  a  competent  witness  for  A.,  in  an  action  by  him 
upon  the  note.     Fuller  v.  Sodgdort,  25  Maine,  (12  Shep.)  243. 

43.  "Where  a  bond  for  title  to  certain  land  was  assigned, 
without  covenants,  by  the  assignor,  and  the  same  land  was 
afterwards  sold  on  execution  against  the  assignor,  in  a  suit 
between  the  purchaser  and  the  assignee  to  recover  the  land, 
the  assignor  is  not  competent  to  prove  that  the  assignment  was 
without  consideration  and  in  fraud  of  his  creditors.    ElUs  v. 

Ward,  7  S.  &  M.  651. 

44.  The  transferer  of  a  chose  in  action  is  an  incompetent 
witness  for  the  transferree  in  a  suit  brought  by  him  for  its 
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recovery ;  and  it  seems  that  a  release  would  not  restore  his 
competency.    Houston  v.  Prewitt,  8  Ala.  846. 

45.  The  plaintiff,  in  an  action  brought  by  a  surety  against 
his  co-surety  for  contribution,  had  assigned  his  claim  for  con- 
tribution from  the  defendant  to  three  persons,  who  had  in- 
curred liabilities  as  sureties  for  him,  and  had  been  decreed 
a  bankrupt  after  the  commencement  of  his  action  for  contri- 
bution. His  assignee  in  bankruptcy  had  entered  and  prose- 
cuted the  suit ;  and  it  did  not  appear  that  he  entered  at  the 
request  of  the  assignees  of  the  claim.  One  of  those  assignees, 
after  having  transferred  his  claim  in  the  demand  to  his  co- 
assignees,  was  offered  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 
Held,  that  he  was  not  incompetent  by  reason  of  interest 
arising  from  any  liability  to  indemnify  the  assignee  in  bank- 
ruptcy against  the  costs  of  the  suit.  Hammond  v.  Bice,  18 
Vt.  (3  Washb.)  353. 

46.  But  the  co-assignees  of  the  witness,  not  having  executed 
to  him  a  release  of  their  right  to  call  upon  him  for  contribu- 
tion, in  case  they  should  eventually  be.  compelled  to  pay 
upon  their  liability  for  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held,  that,  for  this 
reason,  the  witness  was  still  incompetent.    Ih. 

47.  The  assignor  of  a  debt  is  incompetent  to  prove  it,  when 
offered  as  a  set-off  by  his  assignee.  Muirhead  v.  Kirk- 
patrick,  2  Barr,  425. 

48.  Where  a  person  has  acquired  an  interest  in  a  debt  by 
assignment,  he  is  an  incompetent  witness,  in  a  suit  for  its 
recovery,  even  though  he  has  re-assigned  his  interest,  and 
pays  all  the  costs  into  court.     Clover  v.  Pavnter,  2  Barr,  46. 

49.  To  render  an  assignor  of  a  chose  in  action,  not  party  to 
the  record,  incompetent  as  a  witness,  it  must  appear  that  the 
assignment  was  for  the  purpose  of  making  him  a  witness  to 
support  the  claim ;  and  if  there  are  no  circumstances  of  that 
character,  it  lies  on  the  party  objecting  to  show  them. 
Boshmg  v.  CTtcmdler,  3  Barr,  375. 

50.  In  a  suit  by  the  endorsee  of  a  negotiable  promissory 
note  against  the  maker,  the  endorser  is  a  competent  witness 
for  the  plaintiff.    Berry  v.  Hall,  33  Maine,  (3  Eed.)  493. 

61.  1^0  one  who,  at  the  happening  of  the  right  of  action  on 
promissory  notes,  is  a  party  in  interest  to  the  transaction,  can, 
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by  transferring  his  interest  to  a  mere  volunteer,  become  a 
witness  in  the  action  in  order  to  enforce  the  right.  Miley  v. 
Todd,  17  Penn.  State  E.  (5  Harris,)  101. 

52.  The  surety  of  an  administrator  may,  under  circum- 
stances, become  a  competent  witness  for  his  principal,  to 
maintain  an  action  at  law  to  recover  money  due  the  intes- 
tate's estate,  although  at  one  period  the  administrator  may 
have  been  guilty  of  a  devastavit  in  relation  to  the  same  claim ; 
as  where,  from  lapse  of  time,  after  due  notice  to  creditors  to 
assert  their  claims,  they  are  presumed  to  have  been  satisfied, 
and  none  appear  to  exist,  and  where  the  sole  distributee  of 
the  deceased  had  released  both  the  administrator  and  the 
sureties  from  all  claims.    MitoheU  v.  Mitchdl,  1  Gill.  GQ. 

53.  An  endorser  "without  recourse"  of  a  negotiable  note, 
having  been  released  from  all  liabilities  in  relation  thereto 
by  the  endorsee,  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  a  jpayment 
of  part  of  it  before  the  endorsement.  Evans  v.  Smith,  34 
Maine,  (4  Eed.)  33. 

54.  In  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  payable  to  an 
executor,  the  defendant  is  not  a  competent  witness,  under 
the  Massachusetts  Kev.  Stat.  c.  35,  §  4,  to  prove  that  the 
consideration  of  the  note  was  usurious  interest,  taken  and 
reserved  of  him  by  the  payee's  testator,  although  the  payee 
was  cognizant,  of  his  own  knowledge,  of  the  nature  of  the 
usurious  transaction,  at  the  time  it  took  place.  Bacon  v. 
Robinson,  7  Gush.  579. 

55.  The  endorser  of  a  promissory  note  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness to  prove  the  note  void  in  its  inception,  when  he  is  not 
shown  to  be  directly  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit. 
Pecker  v.  Sawyer,  24  Vt.  (1  Deane,)  459. 

56.  If  one  of  two  joint  promissors  be  defaulted  in  an  action 
against  them,  he  is  not  thereby  rendered  a  competent  witness 
for  his  co-defendant.    Smith  v.  Chase,  34  Maine,  (4  Eed.)  592. 

57.  One  of  three  joint  and  several  promissors  could  be  a 
witness  for  the  others,  although  a  judgment  by  default  had 
been  already  rendered  against  him.  Austin  v.  FuU&r,  12 
Barb.  360. 

68.  In  a  proceeding  to  prevent  the  discharge  of  a  debtor, 
under  the  prison  bonds  act  of  South  Carolina,  a  surety  of  the 
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debtor  for  a  debt  on  which  judgment  has  been  recovered 
against  both,  is  not  therefore  incompetent  to  testify  for  the 
plaintiff.    Ex^a/rte,  Sinton,  3  Eich.  97. 

59.  One  of  several  makers  of  a  promissory  note,  who  has 
taken  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt  law,  is  not,  while  the  pro- 
ceedings in  bankruptcy  are  still  open,  a  competent  witness 
for  the  other  makers  to  prove  fraud  in  obtaining  the  note, 
in  a  suit  against  them  by  the  payee.  The  Madison  Insurance 
Compcmy  v.  Mitchell,  1  Carter,  (Ind.)  384. 

60.  The  payee  of  a  bill  is  a  competent  witness  for  the 
drawer,  in  a  suit  against  him  by  the  endorsee,  to  impeach  its 
validity.     The  State  Bcmhy.  Seawell,!^  Ma,.  &1Q. 

61.  Where  the  surety  on  a  note  extinguishes  it,  by  giving 
a  new  note  with  a  third  person  as  principal,  and  himself  as 
surety,  the  principal  in  the  original  note  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness for  such  third  person,  to  show  that  the  substituted  note 
was  given  for  the  accommodation  of  the  surety,  and  under 
the  promise  that  he  would  pay  it.  Wright  v.  Lewis,  18 
Ala.  194. 

62.  A  person  who  sells  a  promissory  note,  whether  ly  endorser 
ment  or  not,  is  an  assignor  of  a  thing  in  action,  within  the 
meaning  of  section  399  of  the  Code.  Potter  v.  JBushnell,  10 
How.  Pr.  E.  94. 

63.  A  father,  who  has  settled  property  upon  trustees  for 
the  benefit  of  his  daughter,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the 
trustees  in  a  controversy  between  them  and  the  creditors  of 
the  husband,  who  are  seeking  to  subject  said  property  to  the 
payment  of  the  husband's  debts.  G'Neil  v.  Teague,  8  Ala. 
345. 

64.  An  obligor  in  a  bond  is  a  competent  witness  for  the 
defendant,  in  an  action  on  the  bond  against  a  co-obligor, 
especially  if  he  is  released  by  the  defendant.  Ligori  v. 
Dunn,  6  Iredell,  133. 

65.  The  provision  of  the  Code,  requiring  ten  days'  notice 
of  the  intended  examination  of  an  assignor  of  a  chose  in 
action,  is  applicable  to  justices'  courts.  It  constitutes  a  rule 
of  evidence  within  the  meaning  of  section  64,  subdivision  16. 
Collins  V.  Enapp,  18  Barb.  532 ;  Pelham  v.  Bryant,  10 
How.  Pr.  E.  60. 
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66.  One  who  transfers  a  promissory  note  by  delivery,  and 
without  endorsement,  is  not  an  assignor  of  a  tiling  in  action, 
within  the  meaning  of  section  399  of  the  Code.  And  when, 
in  an  action  npon  the  note,  he  has  been  examined  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff,  this  does  not  entitle  the  adverse  party  to  offer 
himself  as  a  witness.     Watson  v.  Bailey,  2  Duer,  509. 

67.  A.,  being  appointed  sheriff",  gave  bond,  with  sureties, 
for  the  faithful  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  and  B.  execu- 
ted a  bond  to  the  sureties  to  indemnify  them.  A.  afterwards 
brought  an  action  against  C,  on  a  receipt  given  by  him  for 
property  attached  by  A.,  as  sheriff,  in  a  suit  between  D.  and 
E.  On  the  trial  of  such  action,  A.  offered  B.  as  a  witness, 
to  prove  a  demand  of  the  property.  The  bond  given  by  B. 
was  then  outstanding,  but  it  did  not  appear  that  any  suit 
had  ever  been  brought  against  A.  for  any  •  default  in  his 
office.  Held,  that  B.  was  a  competent  witness.  Allen  v. 
Adams,  17  Conn.  67. 

68.  The  fact  that  an  assignor  of  a  chose  in  action  has  cove- 
nanted with  the  assignee  that  the  full  amount  of  the  claim 
is  due,  does  not  render  him  incompetent  to  prove  the  claim 
in  a  suit  by  the  assignee.  Winthrop  v.  Meyer,  10  How.  Pr. 
E.  383 ;  Van  Wych  v.  McLitosh,  2  Duer,  86. 

69.  In  an  action  on  a  bond  against  one  of  two  joint  and 
several  obligors,  the  obligor  not  sued  is  a  competent  witness 
for  the  defendant,  under  the  plea  of  non  est  factum  /  but  if 
his  testimony  do  not  sustain  the  plea,  the  judgment  will  not 
be  reversed,  although  the  witness  was  rejected.  Ely  v. 
Hager,  3  Barr,  154. 

70.  It  is  only  necessary  to  give  notice  of  the  intended  ex- 
amination of  an  assignor  of  a  chose  in  action,  when  he  is  to 
be  examined  against  an  assignee,  executor  or  administrator. 
Collins  V.  Knapp,  18  Barb.  532 ;  Farley  v.  Flanagan,  1 
Smith's  0.  P.  E.  313. 


(f.)    PaHners  amd  Memlers  of  Companies. 
1.  Admissions  by  one  of  several  partners,  or  one  of  several 
having  a  joint  interest,  if  made  while  the  partnership  or  joint 
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interest  existed,  are  evidence  against  the  others.  Such  admis- 
sions, if  made  after  dissolution,  are  sometimes  evidence  as  to 
co-partners,  but  as  a  general  rule  they  are  not  evidence  against 
those  who  had  a  joint  interest  which  had  ceased  to  exist. 
Eitt  v.  Allen,  13  111.  692. 

2.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  instituted  against 
two  persons  as  partners,  one  of  them,  upon  whom  the  writ  is 
not  served,  and  who  signed  his  own  name  and  that  of  the 
other  to  the  note  as  partners,  is  not  a  competent  witness  for 
the  plaintiff,  to  prove  the  existence  of  the  partnership.  Lor 
tham  V.  Kenniston,  13  N.  H.  203. 

3.  One  partner  cannot  be  a  witness  for  or  against  his  co- 
partner, in  any  thing  appertaining  to  the  partnership.  So- 
chelle  V.  Musson,  3  M.  86. 

4.  A  partner  in  a  firm,  not  a  commercial  one,  is  compe- 
tent in  favor  of  his  partner.     Castlemcm  v.  Stone,  5  IST.  S.  284. 

5.  In  a  suit  brought  to  dissolve  a  copartnership  associa- 
tion, a  member  who  has  withdrawn  therefrom  since  the  liar 
bility  accrued,  is  not  a  competent  witness  for  the  defendants, 
where  the  effect  of  a  judgment  in  their  favor  would  be  to 
discharge  a  claim,  for  which  he  continues  jointly  liable  with 
them  notwithstanding  his  withdrawal.  Kajyp  v.  Bartham, 
1  Smith's  C.  P.  E,  622. 


(g.)     Vendor  amd  Vendee. 

1.  The  vendor  of  personal  property  is  a  competent  witness 
for  the  vendee,  in  an  action  of  trespass  brought  by  the  latter 
against  a  sheriff,  for  taking  the  property  as  the  property  of 
vendor,  notwithstanding  the  vendor  had  executed  to  the 
vendee  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  property,  in  which  he  covenanted 
that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  property,  and  that  he  would 
warrant  and  defend  the  same  to  the  vendee,  against  all  law- 
ful claims  and  demands  of  all  persons  whatsoever.  Oox  v. 
Hall,  18  Yt.  (3  Washb.)  191. 

2.  In  a  suit  against  a  sheriff,  for  the  default  of  his  deputy, 
the  deputy  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  defendant,  after 
having  received  from  him  a  release  from  all  liability  on  ac- 
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count  of  the  alleged  default.     Hophmson  v.  Holmes,  18  Vt, 
(3  Washb.)  18. 

3.  In  an  action  against  the  vendor  on  a  warranty  of  sound- 
ness, or  a  defence  to  an  action  by  him  for  the  price  of  the 
article,  grounded  on  a  breach  of  such  warranty,  the  vendor 
who  sold  to  him  with  a  like  warranty  of  soundness,  is  a  com- 
petent witness  for  him,  to  prove  soundness.  The  case  was 
one  of  the  warranty  of  a  horse.  The  court  said,  the  record 
could  not  be  evidence  as  in  case  of  the  warranty  of  title ; 
for  the  horse  might  have  been  well  when  the  witness  sold 
him.    Dimcom  v.  BM,  2  Nott  &  McCord,  153,  156. 

4.  A  vendor  with  warranty  against  his  own  acts,  and  those 
of  his  co-heirs,  and  those  claiming  under  them,  is  a  compe- 
tent witness  for  his  grantee,  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  in  eject- 
ment, against  one  who  claims  not  under  those  to  whom  the 
warranty  extends.  Connelly's  Heirs  v.  Chiles,  2  A.  K.  Marsh. 
243-4. 

5.  One  who  had  purchased  a  slave,  paid  the  principal  part 
of  the  purchase  money,  and  afterwards  rescinded  the  contract 
and  retained  possession  of  the  slave  by  a  contract  of  hire,  is 
a  competent  witness  for  the  vendor,  in  a  suit  by  him  against 
one  who  purchased  the  slave  at  a  sale  by  execution,  as  the 
property  of  the  witness.  His  competency  does  not  depend 
upon  the  fact  of  the  vendor  having  repaid  the  purchase  money, 
upon  the  rescission  of  the  contract.  Bdhoodk  v.  Huntington, 
9  Ala.  869. 

6.  A  fraudulent  purchaser  of  a  chattel  is  not  a  competent 
witness  for  his  vendee  of  the  same  chattel,  in  an  action 
brought  by  such  vendee  against  the  original  vendor,  who  had 
repossessed  himself  of  the  chattel,  to  recover  the  value  of  the 
same.  His  interest  is  not  equally  balanced ;  he  is  liable  to 
his  vendor  only  for  the  value  of  the  chattel ;  but  he  is  liable 
to  his  vendee  for  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  suit,  in  ad- 
dition.   Kingslury  v.  Smith,  13  N.  H.  109. 

7.  In  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  where  the  bankruptcy 
of  the  maker  is  alleged  in  his  defence,  and  the  certificate 
of  discharge  is  attempted  to  be  impeached,  on  the  ground 
of  a  prior  fraudulent  sale  of  goods  to  a  third  person,  which 
he  did  not  include  in  his  schedule  of  effects,  the  pur- 
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chaser  is  a  competent  witness.    Loud  v.  Pi&rce,  26  Maine, 
(12  Shep.)  233. 

8.  If  the  vendee  of  personal  property  calls  the  vendor  as 
a  witness  to  prove  the  property  to  be  in  himself,  the  declara- 
tions of  the  witness  that  he  owned  the  property,  and  not  the 
vendee,  may  be  given  in  evidence  to  discredit  him,  but  are 
not  to  be  taken  by  the  jury  as  evidence  of  property  in  the 
witness.    Fiske  v.  Small^  25  Maine,  (12  Shep.)  463. 


(h.)    Proof  of  Incompetenay. 

1.  Though  a  witness  may  be  prima  fade  incompetent,  he 
may  be  examined  on  his  voir  di/re,  to  explain  his  situation. 
Orillon  v.  Nerault,  2  Lou.  293. 

2.  A  decision,  in  a  civil  suit,  declaring  a  witness  not  .en- 
titled to  credit,  cannot  render  him  thereafter  incompetent  to 
testify ;  though  it  may  greatly  affect  his  credibility.  Fa/rr 
V.  Gyles,  3  An.  669. 

3.  Ascendants  of  one  of  the  spouses  are  competent  wit- 
nesses to  prove  cruel  and  unjustifiable  treatment  on  the  part 
of  either  of  the  spouses  towards  the  other,  in  an  action  for 
separation  fi-om  bed  and  board,  but  their  competency  does 
not  extend  to  the  proof  of  the  property  which  the  wife  claims 
in  such  cases.     Taylor  v.  Feljps,  10  Lou.  116. 

4.  To  render  one  of  the  original  parties  to  a  policy  of  in- 
surance alleged  to  have  assigned  all  his  interest  therein  for 
the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  competent  as  a  witness  for  the 
other  insurers,  in  an  action  on  the  policy,  the  acceptance  of 
the  assignment  by  all  the  creditors  must  be  proved,  where 
the  assignment,  stipulating  the  release  of  the  debtor,  is  not 
so  manifestly  for  their  benefit,  that  their  acceptance  can  be 
presumed.     Wellington  v.  Merchants'  Ins.  Co.,  11  E.  222. 

5.  Nor  will  such  a  witness  be  rendered  competent  by  the 
execution,  in  open  court,  of  an  instrument  abandoning  all  his 
interest  in  the  policy  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  He  is 
still  interested  that  the  creditors,  who  have  not  released  him, 
should  receive  a  part  of  the  amount  sued  for ;  and  he  cannot 
release  himself.    Ih. 
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6.  The  declarations  of  a  witness  on  his  vow  dire,  touching 
his  interest  and  connection  with  one  of  the  parties  to  the  suit, 
are  entitled  to  greater  credit  than  his  statements  to  a  third 
person  when  not  under  oath.  Le  Bret  v.  Belsons,  13 
Lou.  94. 

7.  "Whether  a  conviction  and  sentence  for  felony  in  another 
state  of  the  Union  will,  or  will  not  render  a  witness  incom- 
petent in  the  courts  of  this  state,  it  is  clear  that  any  such 
disability  will  be  removed  by  a  pardon,  where  the  disability 
was  not  annexed  to  the  conviction  of  the  crime  by  the 
express  words  of  a  statute.    Klein  v.  Dinkgrave,  4"  An.  540. 

8.  The  father  of  one  of  the  parties  called  in  warranty  by 
the  defendant  is  an  incompetent  witness  to  testify  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff.     Guerin  v.  Bagneries,  13  Lou.  19. 

9.  The  competency  of  a  witness,  or  his  interest  in  the 
matter  in  controversy,  may  be  ascertained  by  examining 
him  on  his  voir  dire;  if  the  party  objecting  does  not  choose 
to  do  this,  the  party  offering  him  may  rebut  any  presumption 
of  his  incompetency  by  other  evidence.  Denton  v.  Commer- 
cial Bank,  13  Lou.  488. 

10.  All  persons  are  competent  to  testify  both  in  civil  and 
criminal  matters,  except  those  expressly  excluded.  No  in- 
competency has  been  declared  by  our  laws  with  reference  to 
free  persons  of  color.  They  are  competent  witnesses  in  civil 
and  criminal  matters.     C.  C.  2260 ;  State  v.  Levy,  5  An.  64. 

11.  An  official  act  may  be  valid,  although  the  public 
officer  may  from  relationship,  be  incompetent  to  testify  in 
any  controversy  growing  out  of  the  act.  Waters  v.  Petrovic, 
19  Lou.  684. 

12.  "Where  a  witness  examined  on  his  voir  dire  declares 
that  he  believes  himself  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit, 
and  states  the  ground  of  his  belief,  which  appeared  to  be  suf- 
ficient, he  will  be  rejected,  and  the  party  calling  him  will 
not  be  permitted  to  prove  by  other  witnesses  that  he  was 
not  interested.    Brumgard  v.  Anderson,  16  Lou.  341. 

13.  A  statement  by  the  witnesses,  in  the  depositions  offered 
in  evidence,  that  they  have  been  released  from  all  responsi- 
bility by  the  party  in  whose  favor  their  testimony  is  pro- 
duced, is  itself  an  effectual  release,  and  renders  the  introduc- 
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tion  of  the  original  lease  unnecessary.    Bailey  v.  Stewa/rt,  1 
E.  410. 

14.  Where  a  person  of  color,  offered  as  a  witness,  is  ob- 
jected to  as  incompetent  on  the  ground  of  his  being  presumed 
to  be  a  slave,  and  it  appears,  from  eyidence  presented  by  the 
party  by  whom  the  witness  was  introduced,  that  he  had 
been  emancipated  by  a  notarial  act,  the  witness  wiU  not  be 
permitted  to  testify  on  the  statement  of  another  witness  that 
he  had  formerly  owned  the  person  objected  to,  and  had 
emancipated  him  a  few  years  before.  The  production  of  the 
written  act  of  emancipation,  if  insisted  on  by  the  opposite 
party,  could  not  be  dispensed  with,  nor  be  supplied  by  se- 
condary evidence,  without  proof  of  the  loss  or  destruction  of 
the  written  instrument.    Roebuck  v.  Owrry,  2  An.  998. 

15.  Where  the  declarations  of  a  witness  are  the  only  evi- 
dence of  his  having  been  interested,  and  those  declarations 
establish  the  release  of  that  interest,  they  must  be  taken  to- 
gether, as  proving  his  competency.  McMicken  v.  Favr,  6 
N.  S.  515 ;  Omelier  v.  Moss,  2  An.  584. 

16.  A  surety  on  an  attachment  or  sequestration  bond,  or 
bond  given  for  the  release  of  property  provisionally  seized, 
is  a  good  witness  for  his  principal  after  thg  substitution  of 
another  surety,  when  no  liability  is  shown  to  have  accrued 
under  the  first  bond.  The  principal  has  a  right,  by  the  sub- 
stitution of  another  surety,  to  restore  his  competency.  Tyson 
v.  Lansing,  10  Lou.  447 ;  Comstock  v.  Paie,  3  R.  440. 

IT.  It  is  not  competent  for  the  party,  calling  the  subscrib- 
ing witness  for  the  purpose  of  proving,  the  execution  of  the 
deed,  to  impeach  his  general  character  for  truth.  WhitaJcer 
V.  Salisbury,  15  Pick.  534. 

18.  A  witness  may  be  impeached  as  to  material  matter, 
by  proving  different  statements  made  by  him  out  of  court, 
either  before  or  after  trial,  and  it  is  not  necessary  first  to  ask 
him  if  he  made  such  statements.  Tucker  v.  Welsh,  17  Mass. 
160. 

19.  Upon  cross-examination  of  a  witness,  the  court  may, 
in  its  discretion,  permit  leading  questions  to  be  put,  although 
relating  to  matters  not  inquired  of  upon  the  direct  examina- 
tion.   Moody  V.  Rowell,  17  Pick.  490. 


PEOOF  OF   mCOMPETENCT.  45 

20.  Where  a  deposition  has  been  read,  the  opposite  party- 
may  prove  that  the  deponent,  after  the  deposition  was  taken, 
made  statements  different  from  those  contained  in  the  depo- 
sition, it  being  impossible,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  to  first 
ask  the  witness  if  he  had  made  such  statements.  Roberts  v. 
Collins,  6  Iredell,  223. 

21.  An  acknowledgment  of  belief  in  Q-od  and  his  provi- 
dence is  sufficient  to  establish  the  competency  of  a  witness 
who  has  been  objected  to  on  account  of  defective  religious 
belief.    Jones  v,  Sa/rris,  1  Strobh.  160. 

22.  Before  the  credit  of  a  witness  can  be  impeached  by 
proof  of  any  thing  which  he  has  said  in  relation  to  the  cause, 
a  foundation  must  be  first  laid  for  such  proof,  by  first  asking 
him  whether  he  has  said  that  which  is  intended  to  be  proved. 
Clementine  v.  The  State,  14  Mis.  112. 

23.  It  is  not  competent  for  a  party  to  prove  the  declarations 
of  his  own  witness  in  contradiction  of  his  testimony  under 
oath.     Brewer  v.  Porch,  2  Harr.  377. 

24.  The  husband  of  a  distributee  was  held  incompetent 
as  a  witness  for  the  estate  of  the  intestate.  Ca/perton  v.  Cdl- 
Uson,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  396-7. 

25.  And  this,  though  his  wife  lived  and  dealt  separately, 
and  each  was  under  bonds  not  to  interfere  with  the  property 
of  the  other.     Terry  v.  Belcher,  1  Bail.  568. 

26.  The  creditor  of  an  insolvent  was  held  incompetent  to 
testify  in  favor  of  his  assignees  in  a  suit  by  them  to  recover 
a  debt.     Cleverly  v.  McOullough,  2  Hill,  445. 

27.  So  of  one  who  was  held  out  as  a  partner  of  the  insol- 
vent, (bankrupt,)  for  a  recovery  would  diminish  his  liability 
to  creditors,  by  increasing  the  fund  of  the  bankrupt  partner. 
Holland  V.  Beeves,  7  Garr.  &  Payne,  36. 

28.  A  witness  must  believe  in  the  existence  of  a  God,  and 
in  rewards  and  punishments.  If,  according  to  his  faith,  these 
rewards  and  punishments  are  inflicted  in  this  life,  he  is  com- 
petent, and  this  fact  may  go  to  his  credibility.  United  States 
v.  Kennedy,  3  McLean,  175. 

29.  A  witness  cannot  be  discredited  by  proof  of  statements 
made  out  of  court,  irreconcilable  with  his  testimony,  until 
he  has  first  been  examined  as  to  the  time,  place,  person  and 
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circumstances  involved  in  the  statements  proposed  to  be 
proved.     Williams  v.  Turner,  7  Geo.  348. 

30.  In  Yirginia,  no  person  is  incapacitated  from  being  a 
witness  on  account  of  his  religious  belief.  Perry's  Case,  3 
Gratt.  632. 

31.  "Where  a  document  is  oflPered  to  contradict  a  witness, 
it  must  be  first  identified  as  the  one  referred  to  by  him. 
West  V.  The  State,  2  IST.  J.  212. 

32.  A  partner  who  has  sold  out  to  his  copartners  all  his 
interest  in  debts  due  the  firm,  and  who  has  received  a  re- 
lease from  the  partnership  of  all  claims  arising  out  of  the 
partnership  affairs,  is  competent  to  prove  a  debt  due  the 
firm.    Meriam  v.  Worshwm,  4  IST.  S.  198.' 

33.  A  party's  concubine  is  a  competent  witness,  the  ob- 
jection affecting  her  credit  only.    Meunier  v.  Couet,  2  M.  56. 

34.  The  daughter  of  defendant's  vendee  is  not  competent 
for  defendant.     O.  0.  p.  312,  art.  248 ;  IK 

35.  A  father  is  incompetent  as  a  witness  for  his  child, 
legitimate  or  illegitimate.    XD.  C.  2260. 

36.  The  mere  fact  of  a  witness  being  the  ascendant  of  the 
party  for  or  against  whom  he  is  called,  is  sufficient  to  render 
him  incompetent.  The  law  makes  no  distinction  as  to  fathers 
by  legal  marriage  or  otherwise.  Deslondes  v.  Lebreret,  5 
Lou.  97. 

37.  A  father-in-law  may  be  a  witness  for  his  son-in-law 
Bernard  v.  Vignaud,  10  M.  482 ;  Hamblin  v.  Hook,  6  Lou.  74. 

38.  A  daughter  of  deceased  is  incompetent  in  matters 
touching  the  succession,  even  though  she  swears  she  has  no 
interest,  having  received  her  portion  of  the  estate.  Danger- 
field  V.  Thurston,  8  IST.  S.  241. 

39.  A  suit  for  separation  from  bed  and  board  is,  in  the 
terms  and  meaning  of  the  law,  an  action  of  divorce,  and  the 
exception  to  the  general  rule  of  evidence  contained  in  article 
2260  of  the  Louisiana  Code,  by  section  third  of  the  act  of 
1827,  relative  to  divorces,  making  descendants  competent 
witnesses,  is  not  restricted  to  either  species  of  divorce,  but 
applies  to  both.    Savoie  v.  Ignogoso,  7  Lou.  285. 

40.  A  surety  for  the  costs  of  the  suit  may  be  made  a  com- 
petent witness,  by  the  substitution  of  another  person,  and  by 
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his  release,  wliich.  tlie  court  may  order.    Butler  y.  De  Hart^ 
1  K  S.  184. 

41.  A  witness  who  acknowledges  he  is  responsible  for 
costs,  but  has  the  means  secured  to  him  to  pay  them,  is  a 
competent  witness.  Collins  \.  McGrummsn,  3  E".  S.  166; 
Trenchard  v.  Elderhin,  3  Lou.  297. 

42.  "When  the  interest  of  a  witness  appears  by  the  instru- 
ment on  which  the  suit  is  brought,  he  cannot  do  away  his 
incompetency  by  his  own  declarations.  Evans  t.  Gray,  1 
N.  S.  709. 

43.  To  prove  the  loss  of  a  bill  of  sale  to  himself,  a  vendee 
who  had  received  a  release  from  his  own  vendee  was  deemed 
a  competent  witness,  in  a  suit  by  the  first  vendor  against  the 
second  vendee.     Yannorght  v.  Forcm.an,  1 IST.  S.  352. 

44.  A  witness  may  be  sworn  on  his  voir  dire  that  he  is 
interested  in  the  suit;  he  may  be  further  questioned,  in 
order  to  ascertain  in  whose  favor  he  is  interested,  whether 
for  or  against  the  party  offering  him.     Hochelle  v.  Musson, 

3  M.  88. 

45.  A  witness  may  be  sworn  on  his  voir  dire,  after  being 
sworn  in  chief.     li. 

46.  A  party  to  a  suit  cannot  make  himself  a  competent 
witness  by  assigning  all  his  interest  in  the  suit  to  his  partner 
in  trade,  and  depositing  in  court  the  amount  of  costs  which 
he  would  probably  be  decreed  to  pay,  in  case  judgment 
should  go  against  him.    Meeker  v.  Williamson,  8  M.  370. 

47.  An  insolvent  is  incompetent  on  behalf  of  the  syndics, 
unless  he  give  a  release  for  any  surplus  of  his  estate  which 
may  remain  after  paying  all  the  debts.     Clay  v.  KirTcland, 

4  M.  408. 


(i.)     Credibility  and'  Opinion  of  Witness. 

1.  Upon  a  complaint  for  the  maintenance  of  a  bastard 
child,  evidence  that  the  general  character  of  the  complainant 
for  chastity,  previous  to  her  connection  with  the  respondent, 
was  bad,  and  that  she  had  previously  had  frequent  inter- 
course with  other  persons,  is  not  admissible  for  the  purpose 
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of  impeaching  her  credit  as  a  witness.      Commonwealth  v. 
Moore,  3  Pick.  194. 

3.  Evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contradict  a  witness  in 
regard  to  an  immaterial  fact,  whether  such  fact  came  out 
upon  his  examination  in  chief  or  upon  cross-examination. 
Commonwealth  v.  Buszell,  16  Pick.  153. 

3.  A  witness  having  testified  that  he  made  a  certain  state- 
ment in  a  conversation  with  A.,  evidence  was  admitted  for  the 
purpose  of  impeaching  his  credit,  in  point  of  recollection,  of 
his  having  made  a  different  statement  to  B.  when  A.  was 
not  present.    Bice  v.  If.  E.  Ins.  Co.,  4  Pick.  439. 

4.  Where  it  is  sought  to  bring  knowledge  of  a  fact  home 
to  a  party,  evidence  of  the  general  belief  of  the  existence  of 
the  fact  among  his  neighbors,  is  admissible.  Benoist  v. 
Darby,  12  Miss.  196. 

5.  A  witness  must  state  only  facts  and  circumstances,  and 
he  is  not  at  liberty  to  give  his  inferences  or  opinions.  Spa/rr 
V.  Welhncm,  11  Mis.  230. 

6.  The  opinion  of  a  witness,  (other  than  a  subscribing  wit- 
ness or  physician,)  is  not  competent  to  prove  the  insanity  of 
a  grantor,  unless  the  facts  and  circumstances  are  stated,  upon 
which  the  opinion  is  founded.  Dicken  v.  Johnson,  1  Geo. 
484. 

1.  It  is  not  admissible  to  inquire  of  a  witness  upon  the 
stand,  who  has  heard  the  testimony  in  a  case,  his  opinion, 
from  the  knowledge  he  derives  from  the  testimony,  as  to  a 
particular  fact  which  is  material  in  the  determination  of  the 
issue  in  the  case.  Cincinnati  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ma/>/, 
20  Ohio,  211. 

8.  The  opinion  of  a  witness,  not  a  physician,  on  the  sanity 
of  a  grantor  in  a  deed,  is  admissible  in  connection  with  his 
testimony  of  the  facts  on  which  such  opinion  is  founded. 
Cul/oer  v.  Haslam,  1  Barb.  Sup_.  Ct.  314. 

9.  When  a  witness  speaks  of  an  "understanding"  between 
himself  and  others,  that  they  were  to  do  a  particular  thing, 
the  term  used  is  to  be  taken  as  synonymous  with  agreement, 
and  is  the  statement  of  a  fact,  not  the  expression  of  an  opin- 
ion.    Grifm  v.  Isbell,  17  Ala.  184. 

10.  The  opinion  of  a  witness  as  to  the  mental  capacity  of 
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the  grantor  of  a  deed,  after  he  has  stated  the  facts,  within 
his  personal  knowledge,  on  which  such  opinion  was  founded, 
is  competent  testimony.    Be  Witt  v.  Bwrley^  13  Barb.  550. 

11.  It  is  not  competent  to  prove  insanity  by  proof  of  the 
reputation  or  opinion  of  the  neighborhood.     6  Geo.  287. 

12.  Witness  cannot  state  his  impressions  and  opinions, 
(Walker,  403,)  nor  the  impressions  which  he  may  draw  from 
facts  witiiin  his  knowledge.    6  Watts  &  Serg.  333. 

13.  In  an  action  of  trespass,  brought  by  a  tenant  against 
his  landlord,  for  interfering  with  his  possession,  by  taking 
down  a  portion  of  the  demised  premises,  and  making  altera- 
tions or  additions  to  the  building,  without  the  consent  of  the 
tenant,  it  is  not  competent  to  ask  witness  the  general  in- 
quiry. What  was  the  amount  of  the  damage  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff?    Duff^.  Lyon,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  536. 

14.  The  witness  should  state  the  facts,  and  may  give 
evidence  of  any  special  damage  which  is  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint ;  but  the  jury  are  to  estimate  the  damages  in  view  of 
aU  the  i&c\s  proved.    Id. 

16.  The  defendant  will  not  lose  the  benefit  of  an  exception 
to  the  admission  of  improper  testimony,  by  cross-examining 
the  witness  thereon.    Id. 

16.  In  an  action  to  recover  for  the  use  of  an  apparatus, 
described  in  general  terms  in  the  plaintiff's  bill  of  particu- 
lars, held,  that  it  was  incompetent  to  give  in  evidence,  as 
proof  of  the  value,  the  opinion  of  a  witness  who  had  never 
seen  the  apparatus,  nor  heard  testimony  describing  it,  unless 
it  appeared  that  all  apparatus  answering  such  general  de- 
scription is  alike  valuable  for  the  pui-poses  for  which  it  was 
employed.    Dixon  v.  La  Fa/rge,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  E,  722. 

17.  The  opinion  of  witnesses  not  examined  as  experts,  held 
inadmissible.    Dunla/p  v.  Sm/der,  17  Barb.  561. 

18.  A  witness  cannot  be  allowed  to  give  his  opinion  of  the 
value  of  property  which  he  has  never  seen.  Westlake  v.  St. 
Lawrence  Insuramce  Co.,  14  Barb.  206. 

19.  A  witness'  opinion  of  a  conversation,  if  objected  to, 
should  be  excluded;  but  the  objection  must  be  made  at 
the  trial,  to  enable  the  opposite  party  to  remove  it,  by  re- 
quiring the  witness  to  state  the  conversation  itself,  as  nearly 
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as  he  can  remember  it.    Simmons  v.  I'hy,  1  Smith's  C.  P. 

E.  lor. 

20.  One  who  knows  the  practice  of  insurance  offices  gen- 
erally, as  well  as  those  where  the  policy  was  executed,  may 
give  his  opinion  of  the  influence  which  a  particular  act  would 
have  had  on  the  contract,  if  communicated  to  the  insurers. 
Rartmam,  v.  Keystone  Ins.  Co.,  9  Harris,  4:QQ. 

21.  Mere  extracts  from  letters  cannot  he  used  as  examined 
copies,  though  the  witness  by  whom  they  are  proposed  to  be 
authenticated,  is  ready  to  swear  that  there  was  nothing  in  the 
original,  relating  to  the  matter  in  controversy,  beyond  what 
is  contained  in  the  extract ;  for,  to  give  a  proper  construction 
to  the  letter,  the  whole  must  be  looked  into ;  and  the  testi- 
mony of  a  person  swearing  that  all  which  relates  to  the  con- 
troversy is  contained  in  what  is  produced,  necessarily  and  at 
best  only  amounts  to  matter  of  opinion,  which  it  is  dangerous 
to  rely  upon  in  such  cases.  Dennison  v.  Bwrber,  6  Serg.  & 
Eawle,  420. 

22.  The  expression  of  the  belief  of  a  witness  that  he  saw 
a  fact  transpire,  is  not  matter  of  opinion  so  as  to  authorize  the 
court  to  reject  the  evidence.    Head  v.  Shamer.,  9  Ala.  T91. 

23.  If  a  witness,  in  speaking  of  his  recollection  of  a  fact, 
says  that  he  is  very  confident  that  it  is  true,  but  is  unwilling 
to  swear  to  it,  it  is  not  the  expression  of  an  opinion,  and  is 
admissible  in  evidence.    Lewis  v.  Freemam,.,  5  Shep.  260. 


(j.)    Restoring  Coinpetency. 

1.  In  an  action  by  an  endorsee  against  one  endorser  of  a 
foreign  bill  of  exchange,  the  person  who  endorsed  to  the 
defendant  is  not  made  competent  for  the  plaintiff  by  striking 
his  name  off  the  first  and  third  set,  the  second  being  alleged  to 
have  been  lost ;  for  though  the  witness'  name  be  thus  stricken 
from  two  sets,  the  second  might  have  come  to  a  ionafide  holder, 
who  could  not  be  affected  by  the  plaintiff's  act.  Steinmets 
V.  Currie,  1  Dall.  269. 

2.  One  of  three  joint  plaintiffs  having  assigned  all  his  in- 
terest to  the  other  two,  who  deposited  costs  with  the  clerk. 
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covering  his  liability  in  this  respect,  he  was  received  as  com- 
petent for  them.    Willings  v.  Oonsequa,  1  Pet.  0.  C.  301. 

3.  A  guarantor  of  a  debt  is  competent  to  prove  the  debt 
against  the  principal,  on  a  surrender  of  the  guaranty,  with 
permission  to  destroy  it.  Merchants^  Bank  v.  Sjpicer,  6 
Wend.  443. 

4.  The  grantor  of  the  defendant,  after  being  released  from 
his  covenants  in  the  deed,  was  held  a  competent  witness  for 
the  defendant  to  support  the  deed.  Mwpes  v.  Frost  (&  Saff^ 
6  John.  135. 

5.  The  assignee  of  a  chose  in  action  {e.  ^.,  a  promissory 
note)  is  competent  for  the  plaintiff,  if  before  trial  he  parts 
with  his  interest  to  a  third  person,  although  the  action  was 
commenced  by  his  direction,  notwithstanding  his  liability 
as  assignee  for  costs  to  the  defendant.  Souldcn  v.  Vam, 
Rensselaer,  9  "Wend.  293. 

6.  If  a  deed  be  attested  through  mistake  or  fraud  by  an 
incompetent  witness,  chancery  will  supply  the  defect,  and 
establish  it  against  the  grantor,  on  the  same  principle  that  it 
supplies  the  defective  execution  of  a  power.  Smith  v.  Gha/p- 
man,  4  Conn.  344. 

7.  One  for  whose  benefit  a  suit  is  commenced  is  not  ren- 
dered an  admissible  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  by  an  assignment 
of  his  interest,  on  the  trial,  to  a  third  person,  and  a  release 
by  the  latter.    Jarvis  v.  Baker's  Admi'r,  3  Yt.  445. 

8.  Where  the  witness  had  once  been  liable  to  the  party 
for  his  misconduct  in  the  transaction  about  which  he  was 
called  to  testify,  but  that  liability  was  barred  by  the  statute 
of  limitations,  it  was  held  that  there  was  not  a  subsisting  in- 
terest sufficient  to  disqualify  the  witness.  Ludlow  v.  Union 
Insurance  Co.,  2  Serg.  &  Bawle,  119. 

9.  A  member  of  a  corporation,  having  a  common  fund,  is 
not  a  witness  to  sustain  its  interest,  though  he  release  all  in- 
terest in  the  subject  of  the  suit ;  for  he  may,  notwithstanding 
the  release,  avail  himself  of  the  sum  when  paid  in  as  a  part 
of  the  fund.  Mayor  and  Burgesses  of  Stafford,  v.  Tooth,  3 
Tounge  &  Jervis,  19. 

10.  In  assumpsit  for  work,  by  a  member  against  the  dea- 
cons of  a  Shaker  society,  certain  members  were  received  as 
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witnesses  for  the  defendants,  on  exchanging  releases,  cutting 
off  all  claim  and  liability,  by  reason  of  the  suit.  Wmte  v. 
Merrill,  4  Greenleaf,  102. 

11.  "Where  S.,  as  the  agent  of  M.,  effects  an  insurance  on 
his  account,  but  without  any  authority  from  him,  in  an  ac- 
tion by  S.  against  the  insurer,  for  a  return  of  premium,  on 
account  of  the  voyage  having  never  been  undertaken,  M. 
having  been  released  by  S.  from  all  claims  for  the  premium, 
is  a  competent  witness  for  him.  StienbacJc  v.  Hhinelander, 
3  Johns.  Gas.  269. 

12.  A  sheriff  was  sued  for  the  misconduct  of  his  deputy 
in  the  execution  of  the  duties  of  his  office.  Being  released 
by  the  sheriff,  he  was  offered  by  him  as  a  witness,  and  held 
admissible.     Turner  v.  Austin,  16  Mass.  181. 

13.  A  continuance  or  postponement  of  the  trial  will  not  be 
granted  in  order  to  enable  a  party  (who  happens  to  be  absent 
from  the  trial,  for  instance)  to  release  a  witness,  nor  a  non- 
suit taken  off,  nor  a  new  trial  be  granted  with  that  view. 
Talbot  V.  Ola/rh,  8  Pick.  51. 

14.  A  release  delivered  to  the  wife  is  valid,  though  her 
husband  be  absent.  JSioren's  Lessee  v.  Keep,  1  Teates, 
576. 

15.  The  interest  of  the  witness,  in  order  to  disqualify  him, 
must  exist  at  the  time  of  the  examination.  Semry's  Lessee 
V.  Morgan,  2  Binn.  497. 

16.  Where  the  wife's  administrator  sued  for  money  due  to 
her  in  her  life  time,  her  husband  was  received  to  testify  for 
the  plaintiff,  on  his  releasing  his  contingent  interest  in  his 
wife's  estate,  to  her  administrator.  A  release  in  these  words, 
"  All  his  right,  &c.,  to  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  which 
might  be  recovered  in  said  cause,"  was  held  sufficient.  Woods 
V.  WillioAns,  9  John.  123. 

17.  The  surety  being  sued  alone,  his  principal  may  be  re- 
leased by  him,  and  so  made  competent.  Beed  v.  Boa/rdmam,, 
20  Pick.  441. 

18.  In  an  action  by  the  endorsee  against  one  who  endorsed 
for  the  maker's  accommodation,  the  latter  was  thus  rendered 
competent  for  the  defendant.  Yan  Schaaok  v.  Stafford,  12 
Pick.  566. 
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19.  In  assumpsit  against  the  surety,  one  of  two  joint 
makers  of  a  note,  the  other  being  principal,  was  held  compe- 
tent for  his  surety,  on  a  like  release.  Hmmon  v.  Arthur,  1 
Bail..  83. 

20.  And  in  such  and  the  like  cases,  a  release  of  the  costs 
alone  restores  the  competency  of  the  principal,  by  creating 
an  equal  interest  between  plaintiff  and  defendant.  Perry- 
mam,  T.  Steggal,  6  Oarr.  &  Payne,  197  ;  Bank  of  Limestone 
T.  PmnicJe,  2  Monroe,  100,  101. 

21.  A  constable's  sureties  being  sued,  he  was  held  to  be  a 
competent  witness  for  them,  on  their  giving  him  a  proper 
release.     Willa/rd  v.  Wickham,  1  Watts,  292. 

22.  With  regard  to  the  consideration,  whether  a  release  or 
other  instrument  intended  to  remove  interest,  there  need  be 
none  actually  passing  between  the  parties,  especially  if  the 
releasor  be  an  adult ;  for,  jper  curiam,  "  Where  a  party  has 
so  divested  himself  of  interest  that  he  cannot  resume  his  title 
by  compulsion  of  law,  he  is  competent."  Dellone  v.  Rehmer, 
4  Watts,  9, 10. 

23.  In  assumpsit  against  one  of  several  makers  of  a  prom- 
issory note,  the  others  were  held  competent  fot  him,  on  being 
released  from  all  contribution.  Owrleton  v.  Whitcher,  3  N. 
H.  196. 

24.  In  Louisiana  an  action  was  brought  by  partners  in 
their  own  names  for  a  demand  which  their  former  partner 
had  sold  to  them  in  this  way ;  on  retiring  from  the  firm  he 
assigned  to  them  all  claims  "  which  are  or  may  be  owing  to 
the  firm."  He  was  held  a  competent  witness  for  the  firm, 
this  assignment  not  amountin'g  to  a  warranty  of  the  claim. 
Meriam  v.  Worsham,  4  N.  S.  198. 

25.  A  bankrupt  or  insolvent  debtor,  who  has  been  dis- 
charged from  his  debts,  and  has  released  his  claim  to  the 
surplus  of  his  estate,  is  a  competent  witness  for  his  assignees. 
Jagues  v.  Marquand,  6  Cowen,  497. 

26.  A  release  from  one  to  the  other  of  two  persons,  being 
partners,  or  jointly  liable  to  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money, 
in  a  case  where  contribution  might  be  enforced  by  one 
against  the  other,  renders  the  released  party  a  competent 
witness  for  the  releasor,  in  a  suit  against  him  alone,  by  the 
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creditor ;  although,  without  such  release,  the  witness  would 
be  directly  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit.  JBagley  v. 
0«5orwe,  2  "Wend.  851. 

27.  A  release  bj  one  of  two  ship  owners  suing  for  an 
injury  done  to  their  ship,  which  the  defendant  imputes  to  the 
neglect  of  their  master,  will  render  the  latter  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiffs ;  for  their  action  against  the  master 
would  be  joint  for  the  negligence,  which  one  of  the  two 
might  release.    Hockless  v.  Mitchell,  4  Esp.  86. 

28.  The  defendant  may  avail  himself  of  the  testimony  of 
his  bail,  by  substituting  and  justifying  new  bail  instanter  at 
the  circuit.  This  is  a  matter  of  right  which  cannot  be  denied 
by  the  court.    Leggett  v.  Boyd,  3  Wend.  3Y6. 

29.  "Where  a  witness  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant,  as 
having  given  a  written  guaranty  of  the  debt  to  the  plaintiff, 
the  counsel  of  the  latter  delivered  up  the  guaranty  to  the 
witness,  with  authority  to  destroy  it.  Held,  that  the  relation 
of  counsel  and  the  possession  of  the  guaranty  warranted  the 
presumption  that  he  had  authority  from  his  client  so  to  de- 
liver.   Merchcmts'  Bcmk  v.  Spicer,  6  "Wend.  443. 

30.  The  undertaking  of  a  surety  for  costs  upon  the  record 
may  be  stricken  out,  and  a  new  and  sufficient  surety,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  substituted,  to  make  the  first  surety 
a  witness  for  the  plaintiff.  Stvmmel  v.  Underwood,  3  Gill  & 
John.  282. 

31.  Interest  being  shown  on  the  voir  dire,  if  the  witness 
hold  a  release,  he  may  say  so,  and  thus  remove  his  interest, 
though  the  release  be  not  present.  Carlisle  v.  Eady,  1  Carr. 
&  Payne,  232. 

32.  A  witness  on  his  voir  dire,  showing  his  interest  under 
a  deed,  may  show  it  discharged  on  the  same  oath.  Fcmning 
V.  Myers,  Anth.  IST.  P.  Cas.  47. 

33.  In  all  cases  where  the  incompetency  of  the  witness 
appears  not  on  the  voir  dire,  but  aliunde,  as  if  it  be  shown 
from  the  face  of  a  paper  produced  in  the  cause,  the  witness 
cannot  himself  be  examined  to  remove  it.  Evans  v.  Gray, 
1  N.  S.  709  ;  MoU  v.  EicTcs,  1  Cowen,  513. 

34.  The  first  endorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange  is  a  competent 
witness  for  a  subsequent  endorser,  in  an  action  against  him 
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by  the  holder,  on  being  released  by  the  subsequent  endorser. 
GriffiAh  V.  Reford,  1  Kawle,  196. 

35.  In  a  suit  agaii^t  one  of  two  joint  makers  of  a  note,  the 
other  was  held  competent  for^the  defendant,  on  being  re- 
leased by  him.    Ames  v.  Withington,  3  IST.  H.  215. 

36.  When  a  witness  is  called  and  objected  to  on  the  gi'ound 
of  interest,  if  he  answers  on  his  vow  dire  generally  that  he  is 
interested,  he  should  be  rejected.  If  the  party  calling  him 
wish  to  show  the  nature  of  his  interest,  as  that  it  is  ideal,  or 
such  as  will  not  exclude  him,  he  should  follow  up  the  exami- 
nation by  particular  questions.  Williams  v.  Matthews,  3 
Cowen,  252. 

37.  In  an  action  by  executors,  a  paid  legatee  was  held  a 
competent  witness  to  increase  the  estate,  nothing  appearing 
that  the  estate  was  insufficient  to  pay  its  debts.  Clark  v. 
Gannon,  Ey.  &  Mood.  N.  P.  31. 

38.  The  principal  not  sued  is,  on  being  released  by  the 
surety,  a  competent  witness  for  the  latter.  Banh  of  Lime- 
stone V.  Pennick,  5  Monroe,  25,  27. 

39.  Where  the  defendant  examined  his  son-in-law  as  a 
witness  in  his  behalf,  and  it  was  shown  that  he  had  made 
statements  contradicting  the  facts  sworn  to  by  him  on  the 
trial,  it  was  held,  that  it  was  competent  for  the  defendant  to 
answer  the  imputation  of  bias  on  the  part  of  the  witness  in 
his  favor,  to  show  that  they  were  not  on  friendly  terms. 
Clapp  V.  Wilson,  5  Denio,  285. 

40.  Objections  to  the  competency  of  a  witness,  whose  de- 
position is  taken  under  the  30th  section  of  the  United  States 
Judiciary  Act,  should  be  made  at  the  time  of  taking  the 
deposition,  if  the  party  attend  and  cross-examine,  and  the 
facts  constituting  the  incompetency  be  known  to  him  at  the 
time  of  the  examination,  in  order  that  the  objections  may  be 
removed  by  release  or  otherwise  ;  and  if  not  then  made,  the 
party  will  be  presumed  to  have  intended  to  waive  them. 
But  if  the  facts  were  then  imknown  to  him,  the  objection 
may  be  made  at  the  time  of  reading  the  deposition.  United 
States  V.  One  Case  of  Hair  Pencils,  1  Paine,  400. 

41.  Where  the  interest  of  the  witness  is  releasable,  and 
the  party  knowing  of  his  interest,  raises  no  objection  till  the 
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proofs  are  closed,  it  is  then  too  late  to  object.     Town  v. 
N^eedham,  3  Paige,  652. 

42.  The  person  having  a  legal  claimi^r  interest  in  himself 
to  bar  the  admission  of  the  w'itness,  whether  it  be  the  party 
or  the  witness  himself,  may  release  it  hona  fide,  even  though 
he  be  an  infant.     Walker  v.  Ferrm,  4  Vt.  523,  527. 

43.  An  attorney,  to  prosecute  or  defend  the  cause,  without 
a  special  power  for  that  purpose,  has  no  authority  to  release 
the  rights  of  his  client.  Walker  v.  Ferrin,  4  Yt.  523-8 ; 
Murray  v.  House,  11  John.  454. 

44.  The  form  of  the  release  should  be  adapted  to  the  inter- 
est. The  words  all  demands,  are  of  the  broadest  import,  and 
will  discharge  future  rights  and  common  possibilities.  They 
were  held  sufficient  to  cut  off  the  right  of  a  releasing  partner 
to  a  surplus  of  the  partnership  effects.  Wilson  v.  Hirst,  4 
Barn.  &  Adolph.  T60. 

45.  The  court  cannot  refuse  to  give  a  release  full  effect  in 
making  a  witness  competent,  merely  because  it  is  given  at 
the  time  of  trial,  and  under  circumstances  making  it  of  little 
effect,  so  far  as  the  witness'  credibility  is  concerned.  Barnes 
V.  Ball,  1  Mass.  1Y3. 

46.  A  deputy  sheriff  delivered  attached  goods  to  a  third 
person,  who  gave  him  an  accountable  receipt  therefor,  and 
then  delivered  them  to  the  defendant  in  the  action.  Held, 
that  his  consequent  incompetency  as  a  witness  for  the  de- 
fendant was  not  removed  by  a  release  from  the  high  sheriff. 
PoUard  v.  Graves,  23  Pick.  86. 


(k.)     Generally. 

1.  In  order  to  show  that  a  witness  entertains  ill  feelings 
towards  the  party  against  whom  he  is  called,  it  is  not  compe- 
tent to  prove  that  he  has  used  expressions  indicating  such 
feelings,  without  proving  what  the  expressions  were.  Hatchett 
V.  Gibson,  13  Ala.  587. 

2.  "When  an  offence,  as  against  a  witness,  is  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  he  is  bound  to  testify.  Weldon  v. 
BurcTi,  12  111.  374. 
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3.  A  witness  is  not  bound  to  answer  a  question,  the  answer 
to  which  must  inevitably  criminate  himself.  Biohman  v, 
Th.6  State,  2  Green,  (Iowa,)  532. 

4.  A  justice  of  the  peace,  on  a  trial  before  him,  is  the 
proper  judge  of  the  question,  whether  a  witness  is  competent 
to  testify  as  an  esepert.  Yet  if  he  errs,  it  is  as  much  an  error 
as  if  he  misjudged  any  other  question.  It  is  not  a  question  of 
discretion,  so  as  to  render  the  judgment  of  the  justice  conclu- 
sive.    Wigg^ns  v.  Wallace,  19  Barb.  338. 

5.  "Where  the  transaction  to  which  a  witness  is  interrogated 
forms  any  part  of  the  issue  to  be  tried,  the  witness  will  be 
obliged  to  answer,  however  strongly  it  may  reflect  on  his 
character.     Clementine  v.  State,  14  Miss.  112. 

6.  Laws  on  the  subject  of  the  competency  of  witnesses 
being  purely  remedial,  take  effect,  in  all  cases,  from  their 
enactment.     West  v.  Creditors,  1  An.  365. 

7.  The  general  rule  i%  that  all  persons  are  competent  to 
testify,  both  in  civil  and  criminal  cases,  6xcept  those  whose 
incompetency  is  expressly  declared  by  law.  State  v.  JOevy, 
5  An.  64. 

8.  Where  there  is  a  dispute  as  to  localities,  a  diagram, 
drawn  in  accordance  with  the  testimony  of  a  witness,  may 
be  submitted  to  the  jury  without  having  been  first  exhibited 
to  the  witness  whose  evidence  it  contradicts.  Bishop  v.  The 
State,  9  Geo.  121. 

9.  A  child  eight  years  old  being  called,  it  appeared  that, 
to  within  sixteen  weeks  of  the  trial,  she  had  never  heard  of 
a  God"  or  a  future  state  of  rewards  and  punishments  ;  that 
she  never  prayed  nor  knew  the  nature  of  an  oath ;  but  since, 
a  clergyman  had  twice  visited  and  instructed  her  in  the 
nature  of  an  oath.  Patteeson,  J.,  rejected  her,  saying  he 
must  be  satisfied  that  she  felt  the  binding  obligation  of  an 
oath  from  the  general  course  of  her  religious  education  ;  that 
the  effect  of  an  oath  upon  the  conscience  of  the  child  should 
arise  from  religious  feelings  of  a  permanent  nature,  and  not 
merely  from  instructions  confined  to  the  nature  of  an  oath, 
recently  communicated  for  the  purpose  of  the  trial.  Hex  v. 
Williams,  7  Carr.  &  Payne,  320. 

10.  Although  it  be  the  general  rule  that  the  competency 
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of  witnesses  is  governed  by  the  lex  fori,  yet  there  may  be 
cases  which  form  exceptions,  and  in  which  the  lex  loci  con- 
tractus must  prevail.    Buckner  v.  Watt,  19  Lou.  211. 

11.  A  person  convicted  of  perjury  remains  incompetent  as 
a  witness,  notwithstanding  his  subsequent  pardon.  Hough- 
taling  v.  Kelderhouse,  1  Parker's  Cr.  241. 

12.  The  interest  of  a  surety  on  a  bail  bond  may  be  released 
by  a  deposit  with  the  clerk,  for  the  benefit  of  the  witness, 
and  the  deposit  may  be  made  by  amy  jaerson,  of  his  own 
money.    Stniart  v.  McDougal,  35  Maine,  398. 

13.  The  widow  of  a  mortgagee  acquiring  title,  who,  after 
his  death,  has  occupied  the  mortgaged  premises,  after  re- 
leasing her  right  of  dower,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  heirs 
of  the  mortgagee,  in  an  action  brought  by  the  mortgagor's 
heirs  to  redeem.    Ddbson  v.  Hacey,  4  Seld.  216. 

14.  In  trespass  for  injury  to  personal  property,  the  person 
who  committed  the  act  complained  of  is  competent  as  a  wit- 
ness for  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  that  the  act  was  done  by  di- 
rection of  the  defendant.     Jones  v.  Lowell,  35  Maine,  538. 

15.  As  a  general  rule,  a  party  cannot  be  a  witness  in  liis 
own  cause.  Nor  will  he  be  permitted  to  avail  himself,  by 
indirect  means,  of  evidence  which  would  be  rejected  as  in- 
competent if  offered  directly.  JBurTc  v.  Hermance,  1  Blatch- 
ford's  0.  0.  322. 

16.  The  opinion  of  a  witness,  upon  the  question  whether 
payments  made  to  a  minor  were  proper  for  a  young  man  in 
his  situation,  is  not  admissible.  Merritt  v.  Kaman,  2 
Seld.  168. 

IT.  In  a  suit  between  the  vendee  of  a  chattel  against  an 
officer,  by  whom  it  had  been  attached  in  an  action  against 
the  vendor  and  his  copartner,  such  copartner  is  competent  as 
a  witness  against  the  officer,  although,  should  the  officer  re- 
cover, the  avails  of  the  property  would  probably  go  to  re- 
duce the  witness'  liability  upon  the  partnership  debt.  Ward 
V.  Chase,  35  Maine,  515. 

18.  A  juror  cannot  be  permitted  to  testify  to  facts  or  cir- 
cumstances which  took  place  while  he  was  sitting  as  a  jury- 
man, in  a  case  which  will  inculpate  himself  and  associates. 
Biggs  V.  The  State,  26  Miss.  51. 
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19.  A  witness  cannot  be  allowed  to  testify  as  to  his  opinion, 
based  upon  the  testimony  he  may  have  heard  given  in  the 
cause,  unless  it  be  a  matter  of  skill,  and  the  witness  be  an 
expert.    Daniels  v.  Mosher,  2  Mich.  183. 

20.  It  is  competent  for  a  witness,  by  his  own  testimony,  to 
fihow  that  he  was  an  agent  of  the  party  calling  him  as  a  wit- 
ness ;  and  also  to  show,  that  in  the  business  of  the  agency, 
he  conformed  to  the  authority  given  him.  Perkins  v.  Jordcm, 
35  Maine,  23. 

21.  Specific  acts  of  immorality  on  the  part  of  a  witness 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence  to  impair  his  credibility.  Cor- 
ning V.  Censing,  2  Selden,  (N.  Y.)  97. 

22.  A  stockholder  of  a  corporation  is  a  competent  witness 
for  it  in  an  action  where  he  is  not  named  as  a  party.  Mont- 
gomery Oo.  Bank  v.  Marsh,  3  Selden,  (N.  T.)  481. 

23.  It  is  laid  down  in  the  books  as  a  universal  rule,  that 
both  in  civil  and  criminal  cases,  aparticeps  criminis  may  be 
examined  as  a  witness,  notwithstanding  the  immorality  or 
illegality  of  his  conduct,  provided  he  has  not  been  convicted 
of  any  crime  that  incapacitates  him.  The  objection,  there- 
fore, resolves  itself  entirely  into  a  question  of  credibility,  and 
thik  is  exclusively  a  question  for  the  jury.  Stunbam  j.  The 
United  States,  2  Paine,  169. 

24.  Although  there  is  some  diversity  of  practice  in  the 
Admiralty  Courts  as  to  whether  seamen,  having  a  common 
interest  in  the  immediate  point  of  dispute,  are  competent  to 
testify  for  each  other,  yet  the  more  general  and  better  opinion 
is,  that  it  should  be  considered  an  interest  in  the  question 
only,  and  not  in  the  event,  analogous  to  the  rule  adopted  in 
courts  of  common  law,  and  that  therefore  the  objection  should 
go  to  the  credit  and  not  to  the  competency  of  the  witness. 
Ship  Elizabeth  v.  Biching,  2  Paine,  291. 

25.  That  a  witness  has  a  strong  bias  in  favor  of  a  party 
will  not  exclude  him,  such  an  objection  not  going  to  his  com- 
petency, but  to  his  credibility.  Burroughs  v.  The  United 
States,  2  Paine,  569. 

26.  There  ought  to  be  a  legal  fixed  interest,  in  order  to  dis- 
qualify a  witness.  The  bare  possibility  of  an  action  being 
brought  against  him,  is  no  objection  to  his  competency. 
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There  must  be  an  actual  existing  interest  at  the  time,  not 
merely  one  that  is  expectant  or  contingent.    11). 

27.  Negro  testimony  is  admissible,  in  Delaware,  in  a  case 
between  negroes  or  against  a  negro.  ElUott  v.  Morgwn,  3 
Harringt.  316. 

;-!  28,  Where  an  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  witness 
examined  before  a  surrogate  is  not  raised  there,  it  will  be 
deemed  to  have  been  waived,  and  will  be  of  no  avail  on  ap- 
peal.   McDonough  v.  Laughlm,  20  Barb.  238. 

29.  "Where  a  defendant  has  no  separate  defence,  in  an  ac- 
tion on  a  joint  contract,  a  co-defendant,  called  as  a  witness, 
can  prove  nothing  that  will  not  enure  to  bis  own  benefit,  as 
well  as  to  the  benefit  of  his  co-defendant ;  and  as  to  such 
matters  he  is  therefore  interested,  and  of  course  incompetent. 
King  V.  Lowry,  20  Barb.  632. 

30.  No  proof  can  be  oflfered  of  facts  not  put  in  issue  by 
the  pleadings.  ]!few-  York  Central  Ins.  Co.  v.  The  National 
Pro.  Ins.  to.,  20  Barb.  468. 

31.  Where  a  witness  is  objected  to  on  the  ground  of  in- 
terest, the  party  making  the  objection  may  support  it,  either 
by  examining  the  witness  himself  on  his  voir  dire,  or  by  other 
independent  evidence,  but  he  cannot  employ  both  of  these 
methods.  K  he  chooses  the  former,  the  objection  may  be 
removed  by  the  testimony  of  the  witness  himself.  But  if  the 
interest  of  the  witness  is  proved  aliunde,  this  proof  must  be 
overcome  by  proof  independent  of  the  testimony  of  the  wit- 
ness.    The  Watchmcm,  Ware,  233. 

32.  In  a  libel  against  a  vessel  for  a  forfeiture,  the  master, 
under  whom  the  alleged  illegal  act  was  done,  is  inadmissible 
as  a  witness  for  the  claimant.     The  Nymph,  Ware,  259. 

33.  In  a  libel  against  a  ship,  on  a  contract  of  afireight- 
ment  by  the  shipper,  the  master  is  not  a  competent  witness 
for  the  owner,  without  a  release ;  but  if  there  are  several 
co-owners,  a  release  by  a  part  of  them  is  sufficient.  The 
Peytona,  Ware,  541. 

34.  In  cases  of  salvage,  the  salvors,  though  interested,  are 
admitted  as  witnesses  from  necessity.  The  Elizabeth  and 
Jane,  Ware,  27. 
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In  the  direct  examination  of  a  witness,  it  is  not  allowed  to 
put  to  him  what  are  termed  leading  questions.  That  is, 
questions  which  suggest  to  the  witness  the  answer  desired. 
1  Stark.  Ey.  149. 

The  interrogatory  must  not  assume  facts  to  have  been 
proved  which  have  not  been  proved ;  nor  that  particular 
answers  have  been  given  which  have  not  been  given.  li. 
152. 

In  some  cases,  however,  leading  questions  are  permitted, 
even  in  a  direct  examination;  namely,  where  the  witness 
appears  to  be  hostile  to  the  party  producing  him,  or  in  the 
interest  of  the  other  party,  or  unwilling  to  give  evidence. 
Banh  of  North.  Liberties  v.  Damis,  6  Watts  &  Serg.  285. 

Or  where  an  omission  in  his  testimony  is  evidently  caused 
by  want  of  recollection,  which  a  suggestion  may  assist.  1 
Greenleaf 's  Ev.  547. 

When  and  under  what  circumstances  a  leading  question 
may  be  put,  is  a  matter  resting  in  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  court,  and  not  a  matter  which  can  be  assigned  for  error. 
Moody  V.  Ronell,  17  Pick.  498. 

In  this  case  the  law  on  this  point  was  thus  stated  by  the 
learned  chief  justice : 

"The  court  have  no  doubt  that  it  is  within  the  discretion 
of  a  judge  at  the  trial,  under  particular  circumstances,  to 
permit  a  leading  question  to  be  put  to  one's  own  witness,  as 
when  he  is  manifestly  reluctant  and  hostile  to  the  interest  of 
the  party  calling  him,  or  where  he  has  exhausted  his  memory 
without  stating  the  particular  required,  where  it  is  a  proper 
name,  or  other  fact,  which  cannot  be  significantly  pointed  to 
by  a  gerftral  interrogatory,  or  where  the  witness  is  a  child 
of  tender  years,  whose  attention  can  be  called  to  the  matter 
required,  only  by  a  pointed  or  leading  question.  So  a  judge 
may,  in  bis  discretion,  prohibit  certain  leading  questions 
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from  being  put  to  an  adversary's  witness,  where  the  witness 
shows  a  strong  interest  or  bias  in  favor  of  the  cross-examining 
partj^  and  needs  only  an  intimation  to  say  whatever  is  most 
favorable  to  that  party." 

Though  a  witness  can  testify  only  to  such  facts  as  are 
'within  his  knowledge  and  recollection,  yet  he  is  permitted  to 
refresh  and  assist  Ms  rmrmry  hy  the  use  of  a  written  instru- 
ment, or  entry  in  a  book,  and  may  be  compelled  to  do  so,  if 
the  writing  is  present  in  court.  Need  v.  Boardman,  20 
Pick.  441. 

As  to  the  time  when  the  writing,  thus  used  to  restore  the 
recollection  of  facts,  should  have  ieen  made,  no  precise  rule 
seems  to  have  been  established.  It  is  most  frequently  said, 
that  the  writing  must  have  been  made  at  the  time  of  the 
facts  in  question,  or  recently  afterwards.  Allison's  Practice, 
540. 

If  a  witness  has  hecome  Mind,  a  contemporaneous  writing, 
made  by  himself,  though  otherwise  inadmissible,  may  yet  be 
read  over  to  him,  in  order  to  excite  his  recollection.  Catt  v. 
Howard,  3  Stark.  3. 

On  questions  of  science,  skill  or  trade,  or  others  of  the  like 
kind,  persons  of  skill,  sometimes  called  exjperts,  may  not  only 
testify  to  facts,  but  are  permitted  to  give  their  opinions  in 
evidence.  Thus,  the  opinion  of  medical  men  are  constantly 
admitted,  as  to  the  cause  of  disease  or  of  death,  or  the  conse- 
quences of  wounds,  and  as  to  the  sane  or  insane  state  of  a 
person's  mind,  as  collected  from  a  number  of  circumstances, 
and  as  to  other  subjects  of  professional  skill.     Stark.  Ev.  154. 

And  such  opinions  are  admissible  in  evidence,  though  the 
witness  founds  them,  not  on  his  own  personal  observation, 
but  upon  the  case  itself,  as  proved  by  other  witnesses  on  the 
trial.    Paige  v.  Hazard,  5  Hill,  603. 

If  the  facts  are  doubtful,  and  remain  to  be  found  by  the 
jury,  it  has  been  held  improper  to  ask  an  expert,  who  has 
heard  the  evidence,  what  is  his  opinion  upon  the  case  on 
trial,  though  he  may  be  asked  his  opinion  upon  a  simiiiar  case, 
hypothetically  stated.    Sills  v.  Brown,  9  C.  &  P.  601. 

The  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  will  may  testify  their  opin- 
ions, in  respect  to  the  sanity  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of 
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executing  the  will,  though  other  witnesses  can  speak  only  as 
to  facts,  for  the  law  has  placed  the  subscribing  witnesses 
about  the  testator,  to  ascertain  and  judge  of  his  capacity. 
Chase  v.  Lincoln,  3  Mass.  237. 

A  ship-builder  may  give  his  opinion  as  to  the  seaworthiness 
of  a  ship,  even  on  facts  stated  by  others.  Thornton  v.  The 
Royal  Exch.  Assurance  Co.,  1  Peake,  25. 

Upon  the  examination  of  a  witness  in  chief,  the  principal 
rule  to  be  observed  is,  that  leading  questions  are  not  to  be 
asked,  that  is,  questions  which  suggest  to  a  witness  the  answer 
which  he  is  to  make.  Lessee  of  Snyder  v.  Snyder,  6  Binn. 
483. 

Nor  upon  cross-examination,  if  it  respects  new  matter. 
Ha/rrison  v.  Rowan,  3  Wash.  0.  0.  680. 

The  question  should  not  indicate  to  the  witness  an  answer 
which  will  best  accord  with  the  interests  of  the  party.  2  Ev. 
Pothier,  265. 

Where  a  witness  betrays  a  forwardness  to  serve  the  party 
for  whom  he  is  called,  but  does  not  know  how  best  to  effect 
his  object,  it  is  most  essential  to  justice  that  he  should  not  be 
prompted.     1  Stark.  Ev.  169. 

The  court  "will  allow  leading  questions,  when  it  is  evident 
the  witness  wishes  to  conceal  the  truth,  or  to  favor  the  oppo- 
site party.    2  Ev.  Pothier,  267. 

Where  a  witness  is  called  to  prove  a  copartnership  between 
a  number  of  persons,  whose  names  he  cannot  recollect,  the 
list  of  names  may  be  read  to  him,  and  he  may  be  asked 
whether  those  persons  are  members  of  the  firm.  Acerro  v. 
Petroni,  1  Starkie's  0.  100. 

A  witness  should  be  examined*as  to  facts,  which  he  knows 
personally,  not  as  to  his  opinions  or  conclusions. 

In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  loss  of  a  building 
by  fire,  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  the 
testimony  offered  by  witnesses  on  his  part,  "  that  he  waa  very 
careful  with  the  fire ;  that  they  never  discovered  any  care- 
lessness in  him  in  taking  care  of  the  fires  during  the  time 
they  were  at  his  house,  which  was  immediately  before  the 
fire,"  is  inadmissible.    Soott  v.  Hale,  16  Shepl.  326. 

The  opinion  of  a  witness  as  to  a  clause  in  a  policy  is  not 
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admissible,  he  may  state  the  practice.     Syers  v.  Brid^ge, 
Dougl.  509. 

Whenever  the  inference  is  one  of  skill  and  judgment,  the 
opinion  of  experienced  persons  is  admissible.  Jefferson  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Cotheal,  7  "Wend.  Y2. . 

For  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  recollection,  a  witness 
may  read,  or  hear  read,  the  contents  of  a  document.  Feeter 
V.  Beatk,  11  "Wend.  478. 

It  is  proper  for  a  witness  who  swears  to  the  correctness  of 
his  notes  of  a  transaction,  and  that  without  them  his  recol- 
lection of  the  facts  is  indistinct,  to  read  those  notes  to  the 
jury.    Rogers  v.  Bv/rton  et  al.,  Peck,  108. 

A  nautical  person  may  testify  his  opinion  whether,  upon 
the  facts  proved  by  the  plaintiff,  the  collision  of  two  ships 
coTild  have  been  avoided  by  proper  care  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant's  servants.    Fennich  v.  Bell,  1  Oar.  &  Kirw.  312. 

Persons  accustomed  to  observe  the  habits  of  certain  fish, 
have  been  permitted  to  give  in  evidence  their  opinions,  as  to 
the 'ability  of  the  fish  to  overcome  certain  obstructions  in  the  , 
rivers  which  they  were  accustomed  to  ascend.     CottriU  y. 
Myrick,  3  Fairf.  222. 

A  practical  surveyor  may  express  his  opinion, -whether  the 
marks  on  trees,  piles  of  stone,  &c.,  were  intended  as  monu- 
ments of  boundaries.    Davis  v.  Mason,  4  Pick.  156, 

Witnesses  are  not  recewaile  to  state  their  views  on  matters 
of  legal  or  moral  oUigation,  nor  on  the  manner  in  which 
other  persons  would  probably  be  influenced,  if  the  parties 
acted  in  one  way  rather  than  in  another.  Oarnphell  v.  Bichr 
ards,  5  B.  &  Ad.  840. 

In  an  action  against  a  broker  for  negligence  in  not  pro- 
curing the  needful  alterations  in  a  policy  of  insurance,  it 
has  been  held,  that  other  brokers  might  be  called  to  say, 
looking  at  the  policy,  the  invoices  and  the  letter  of  instruc- 
tions, what  alterations  a  skillful  broker  ought  to  have  made. 
Chapman  v.  Walton,  10  Bing.  57. 

When  a  party  ofiers  a  witness  in  proof  of  his  cause,  he 
thereby,  in  general,  represents  him  as  worthy  of  belief.  He  is 
presumed  to  know  the  character  of  the  witnesses  he  adduces ; 
and  having  thus  presented  them  to  the  court,  t/ie  law  mil 
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not  permit  the  parti/  afterwards  to  impeach  their  general 
reputation  for  truth,  or  to  impugn  their  credibility  by  gene- 
ral evidence,  tending  to  show  them  to  be  unworthy  of  belief. 
Stockton  v.  Demuth,  7  "Watts,  39. 

To  this  general  rule  there  are  som.e  exceptions.  For  where 
the  witness  is  not  one  of  the  party's  own  selection,  but  is  one 
whom  the  law  obliges  him  to  call,  such  as  the  subscribing 
witness  to  a  deed,  or  a  will,  or  the  like,  here  he  can  hardlyf/- 
be  considered  as  the  witness  of  the  party  calling  him,  and 
therefore,  as  it  seems,  his  character  for  truth  generally  may 
be  impeached.     1  Greenleaf  Ev.  560. 

A  witness  will  be  permitted  to  refer  to  a  summary  of  his 
testimony  given  on  a  former  trial,  for  the  purpose  of  reviving 
his  recollection.    Sierdon  v.  Davis,  9  Lou.  242. 

A  witness  is  permitted  to  give  evidence  as  to  a  fact,  al-  ( 
though  he  has  no  present  recollection  of  the  fact  itself.  Thus, 
in  proving  the  execution  of  a  deed  or  other  instrument,  the 
witness  sees  his  own  signature  to  the  attestation,  and  says  he  is 
thereby  sure  that  he  saw  the  party  execute  tie  deed ;  that 
is  a  sufficient  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  although 
the  witness  should,  add  that  he  has  no  recollection  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed.    Maughan  v.  Hubhard,  8  B.  &  0.  14. 

Where  a  witness  had  made,  at  the  time,  a  memorandum 
of  the  happening  of  certain  facts,  for  the  purpose  of  perpetu- 
ating them,  and  can,  at  a  subsequent  period,  swear  that  he 
made  the  entry  at  th*e  time  for  that  purpose,  and  he  knows 
from  that  memorandum  that  those  facts  did  exist,  it  will  be 
good  evidence,  in  civil  and  criminal  cases.  State  v.  Howls, 
2  Nott  &  McCord,  331. 

The  memoranda  of  one  who  is  dead,  and  whose  duty  it 
was,  in  the  course  of  the  business  he  had  undertaken,  to  do 
the  acts  and  make  the  memoranda  of  them,  is  competent 
evidence  to  prove  the  acts  done.  Welsh  v.  Ba/rett,  15  Mass. 
380 ;  Butler  v.  Wright,  2  Wend.  369. 

A  party  has  no  right  to  cross-examine  any  witness,  except 
as  to  facts  and  circumstances  connected  with  the  matters 
stated  in  his  direct  examination ;  and  that  if  he  wishes  to 
examine  him  as  to  other  matters,  he  must  do  so  by  making  , 
the  witness  his  own,  and  calling  him  as  such  in  the  subse-   i 
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quent  progress  of  the  cause.  The  Philadelphia  cmd  Trenton 
BaH-Road  Co.  v.  Stimjpson,  14:  Peters,  448,  461 ;  Floyd  v. 
Bovard,  6  Watts  &  Serg.  Y5. 

A  witness  cannot  he  cross-examined  as  to  any  fact,  which 
is  collateral  and  i/rrelevant  to  the  issue,  merely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  contradicting  him,  by  other  evidence,  if  he  should 
deny  it,  thereby  to  discredit  his  testimony.    1  Stark.  Ev.  164. 

Where  it  reasonably  appears  that  the  answer  will  have  a 
tendency  to  expose  the  witness  to  a  penal  liability,  or  to  any 
kind  of  punishment,  or  to  a  criminal  charge ;  here  the  au-  ' 
thorities  are  exceedingly  clear  that  the  witness  is  not  bound 
to  answer.     1  Stark.  Et.  165,  166. 

But  the  court  will  not  prevent  the  witness  from  answering 
it  if  he  chooses ;  they  will  only  advise  him  of  his  right  to 
decline  it.    4  "Wend.  252. 

Where  the  witness,  by  answering,  may  suiject  himself  to 
a  civil  action  or  pecuniary  loss,  or  charge  himself  with  debt, 
he  is  obliged  to  answer.    Mauran  v.  Lanib,  1  Co  wen,  174. 

Where  the  transaction,  to  which  the  witness  is  interrogated, 
forms  any  part  of  the  issue  to  be  tried,  the  witness  will  be 
obliged  to  give  evidence,  however  strongly  it  may  reflect  on 
his  character.     The  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend.  250. 

Where  the  inquiry  relates  to  transactions  comparatively 
recent,  bearing  directly  upon  the  present  character  and  moral 
principles  of  the  witness,  and  therefore  essential  to  the  due 
estimation  of  his  testimony  by  the  jury,  learned  judges  have 
of  late  been  disposed  to  allow  it. 

Thus  it  has  been  held,  that  a  witness  called  by  one  party, 
may  be  asked  in  cross-examination  whether  he  had  not  at- 
tempted to  dissuade  a  witness  for  the  other  party  from  at- 
tending the  trial.     1  Greenleaf 's  Ev.  579. 

Where  a  witness  has  been  called  and  examined,  thono-h 
merely  as  to  the  formal  proof  of  a  document,  he  may  be 
cross-examined,  although  he  be  the  real  party  in  the  cause. 
1  Stark.  Ev.  186. 

A  plaintiff,  obliged  to  call  a  subscribing  witness  to  prove 
'the  execution  of  an  agreement,  is  not  precluded  from  con- 
tradicting his  evidence  given  upon  cross-examination  in  re- 
lation to  other  facts.    Brown  v.  Bellows,  4  Pick.  180. 
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The  party  against  whom  a  witness  is  produced  has  a  right 
to  show  every  thing  which  may  in  the  slightest  degree  affect 
his  evidence.  Cameron  v.  Montgomery^  13  Serg.  &  Eawle, 
132. 

After  a  witness  has  been  examined  in  chief,  his  credit  may 
he  impeached  in  various  modes,  besides  that  of  exhibiting  the 
improbabilities  of  a  story  by  a  cross-examination. 

By  disproving  the  facts  stated  by  him,  by  the  testimony 
of  other  witnesses. 

By  general  evidence  affecting  his  credit  for  veracity.  But 
in  impeaching  the  credit  of  a  witness,  the  examination  must 
be  confined  to  his  general  reputation,  and  not  be  permitted 
as  to  particular  facts.     1  Greenleaf 's  Ev.  580. 

The  regular  mode  of  examining  into  the  general  reputa- 
tion is,  to  inquire  of  the  witness  whetlier  he  knows  the  gene- 
ral reputation  of  the  person  in  question  among  his  neighborSj 
and  what  that  reputation  is.    lb.  581. 

The  weight  of  authority  is  now  against  permitting  a  wit- 
ness to  testify  as  to  his  opinion.  Gass  v.  Stinson,  2  Sumn. 
610 ;  Phillips  v.  Kingfield,  1  Appleton,  375. 

The  credit  of  a  witness  may  also  be  impeached  by  proof, 
that  he  has  made  statements  out  of  court  contrary  to  what 
he  has  testified  at  the  trial.     1  Greenleaf 's  Ev.  683. 

A  witness  cannot  be  asked,  in  cross-examination,  whether 
he  has  written  such  a  thing^  stating  its  particular  nature  or 
purport ;  the  proper  course  being,  to  put  the  writing  into  his 
hands,  and  to  ask  him  whether  it  is  his  writing.  1  Green- 
leaf's  Ev.  689. 

Where  evidence  of  contradictory  statements  by  a  witness, 
or  other  particular  facts,  is  offered  by  way  of  impeaching  his 
veracity,  his  general  character  for  truth  being  thus  in  some 
sort^^  in  issue,  it  has  been  deemed  reasonable  to  admit 
general  evidence,  that  he  is  a  man  of  strict  integrity  and 
scrupulous  regard  for  truth.     Phil.  &  Am.  on  Ev.  944. 
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Examination  of  Witness. 

1.  "Particular  instances  of  want  of  veracity,  or  private  be- 
lief of  destitution  of  moral  principle,  are  always  excluded. 
The  witness  is  not  to  give  his  own  judgment  of  the  matter." 
Kimmel  v.  Kimmel,  3  Serg.  &  Eawle,  337. 

2.  "A  witness  is  never  permitted  to  speak  of  his  knowledge 
of  particular  facts,  from  which  he  draws  an  opinion  of  the 
witness  examined.  Particular  facts  cannot  be  given  in 
evidence.  Opinion  will  not  be  evidence.  No  man  is  to  be 
discredited  by  the  mere  opinion  of  another.  Few  men  live 
whom  some  do  not  think  ill  of"    Ih.  338-9. 

3.  Inquiry  as  to  particular  immoral  conduct  is  not  admis- 
sible.   Boyd  V.  Lewis,  13  John.  505,  506. 

4.  The  general  character  of  the  impeaching  witness  may 
also  be  assailed  in  the  same  way  aa  that  of  the  first.  Ifoel  v. 
Dickey,  3  Bibb,  268. 

5.  A  witness,  called  to  support  the  character  of  the  im- 
peached witness,  cannot  be  cross-examined  as  to  particular 
facts  going  to  impeach  his  general  credit,  as  whether  the 
impeached  witness  had  not  been  contradicted  by  credible 
persons.     Bixey  v.  Bayse,  4  Leigh,  330. 

6.  I  have  heard  others  say,  will  not  do.  Others'  sayings 
may  not  be  his  general  character.  Others  may  be  only  two 
or  three.  There  are  few  men  of  whom  some  do  not  speak 
well  and  some  ill.  The  question  is,  what  is  said  hy  people  i/n 
general  ?  Every  thing  short  of  that  is  incorrect.  Witnesses 
do  not  always  understand  what  is  meant  by  general  charaoter, 
and  therefore  it  is  necessary  to  vary  the  question  so  as  to 
adapt  it  to  their  comprehension.  But  you  must  never  depart 
from  general  character.  Wike  v.  Lightnef,  11  Serg.  &  Hawle, 
199,  200. 

7.  A  notary's  clerk  swore  to  an  entry  of  notice  to  an  en- 
dorser, made  by  himself  in  the  notary's  book  of  notices ;  but 
had  no  distinct  recollection  without  a  reference  to  the  entry. 
He  was  confident  the  entry  must  be  true,  and  was  confident 
he  must  have  left  a  notice  with  the  endorser,  or  at'  his  house. 
The  entry  was  received  as  evidence.  If  such  evidence,  in  a 
large  and  populous  city,  were  not  received,  there  would  be 
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many  instances  of  a  defect  in  testimony,  even  where  notices 
were  properly  served.  Tlie  notary  is  called  on  perhaps 
years  after  the  transaction ;  and  can  it  be  supposed  that  one 
engaged  in  such  an  infinite  number  of  cases,  all  of  the  same 
nature,  could  retain  in  his  memory  an  exact  account  of  the 
day,  place  and  manner  of  giving  notice  ?  Hmg  v.  Newton, 
1  Eep.  Con.  Ct.  423,  424. 

8.  In  addition  to  the  direct  contradiction  of  the  witness, 
you  may  impeach  him  by  proving  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
transaction,  he  was  in  such  a  state  of  mind  as  to  be  incapable 
of  exercising  a  correct  discrimination.  One,  among  other 
gi'onnds  is,  that  he  was  intoxicated.  The  case  in  which  this 
was  held,  also  decides  that  the  fact  of  intoxication  could  not 
be  shown  by  the  quantity  of  liquor  drank  by  the  witness 
shortly  before  going  to  the  place  of  the  alleged  transaction, 
but  it  might  be  proved  by  direct  testimony,  or  any  acts  or 
conduct  of  the  witness  evincing  a  state  of  intoxication. 
Tuttle  V.  Russell,  2  Day,  201. 

9.  On  soi.  fa.,  to  repeal  a  patent  for  a  machine,  counsel 
were  allowed  to  put  into  the  hands  of  their  own  witness  a 
drawing  of  a  machine,  which  machine  the  witness  himself 
had  made,  (as  was  alleged,)  though  the  drawing  was  not 
made  by  him,  and  then  to  ask  him  whether  he  had  such  a 
recollection  of  the  machine  he  had  made  as  to  say  the  draw- 
ing was  correct ;  though  this  was  objected  to  as  a  lumping 
way  of  leading  the  witness.  Hex  v.  Sadden,  1  Oarr.  & 
Payne,  184, 

10.  On  trial  whether  a  sale  at  auction  was  not  fraudulent, 
one  Bower  testified  to  conduct  deterring  bidders,  and  that 
he  was  thereby  prevented  in  his  bids.  To  impeach  Bower, 
and  show  that  his  motive  for  not  bidding  was  different,  one 
Miller  was  asked,  "Did  Bower  assign  to  you,  as  the  reason 
for  not  bidding  more,  that  he  could  buy  W.'s  land,  &c.,  for 
£3  per  acre,  &c.,  which,  in  his  opinion,  was  equally  good, 
&c.  ?"  Held  leading,  as  indicating  the  desired  answer. 
TiLGHMAN,  0.  J.,  intimates  the  true  form,  ""Whether  he  had 
heard  Bower  say  any  thing,  and  what?"  on  the  subject. 
Snyder's  Lessee  v.  Snyder,  6  Binn.  483,  489,  490. 

11.  In  general,  the  proper  questions  to  determine  the  extent 
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of  knowledge  are,  whether  the  discrediting  witness  knows 
the  general  character  of  the  witness  sought  to  be  impeached, 
in  respect  to  truth,  among  his  neighbors,  and  what  that 
character  is,  whether  good  or  bad.  He  may  be  inquired  of 
as  to  his  means  and  opportunity  of  knowing  the  character, 
as  how  long  he  has  known  the  witness,  how  near  he  lives  to 
him,  and  whether  his  character  has  been  a  subject  of  general 
conversation.    Swift's  Ev.  143. 

12.  Parties  cannot  be  controlled  as  to  the  order  in  which 
they  choose  to  introduce  their  evidence.  Succession  of  Ba/rr, 
11  E.  314. 

13.  A  corporation  cannot  offer  its  stockholders  as  witnesses, 
though  the  opposite  party  may;  but  when  once  admitted, 
they  may  be  cross-examined,  and  give  evidence  in  favor  of, 
as  well  as  against,  their  interest,  on  the  points  to  which  they 
were  called  to  testify.  Hart  v.  N.  0.  and  ComroltonB.  Co., 
1  K  178. 

14.  A  party  is  not  compelled  to  adopt  any  particular 
order  in  the  introduction  of  his  testimony.  Dyson  v.  The 
State,  26  Miss.  362. 

15.  A  witness  may  be  questioned  on  the  cross-examina- 
tion, as  to  a  new  point  which  was  not  agitated  on  his  exami- 
nation in  chief.    Durnford  v.  Olarh,  1  M.  203. 

16.  A  witness  will  be  permitted  to  refer  to  a  summary  of, 
his  testimony  given  on  a  former  trial,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
viving his  recollection.    Riordon  v.  Davis,  9  Lou.  242. 

17.  A  witness  will  be  allowed  to  refer  to  a  report  of 
esaperts,  of  whom  he  was  one,  which  has  been  set  aside,  to 
refresh  his  memory  when  the  fact  to  be  proved  was  what 
estimate  he  had  put  on  the  work  done,  the  reference  being 
as  to  a  memorandum  deliberately  made  at  the  time.     Ih. 

18.  After  issue  joined,  either  expressly  by  an  answer,  or 
tacitly  by  a  judgment  by  default,  every  witness  examined 
must  either  give  his  testimony  in  open  court,  or  under  a 
commission.    Sandeman  v.  Deake,  17  Lou.  332. 

19.  A  witness  is  not  protected  from  answering  a  question 
on  the  ground  that  he  may  thereby  make  himself  liable  to  a 
civil  suit.    Planters'  Bank  v.  Oeorge,  6  M.  674. 

20.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  witness,  that 
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he  may  be  exposed,  in  the  course  of  his  examination,  to  have 
questions  propounded  to  him,  the  answers  to  which  might 
subject  him  to  a  criminal  prosecution ;  it  is  his  privilege  to 
decline  answering  them.     McCarty  v.  Bond,  9  Lou.  356. 

21.  A  witness  for  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  refresh  his 
memory  by  reference  to  the  plaintiff's  books,  when  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  entries  were  made  by  the  witness. 
Pargoud  v.  Ouioe,  6  Lou.  T7. 

23.  Much  latitude  is  allowed  on  cross-examination  of  a 
witness,  and  he  may  be  examined  on  points  irrelevant. 
Hall  V.  Ship  Chief  twm,  9  Lou.  322. 

23.  If  a  witness,  legally  incompetent,  be  introduced  by 
one  party  to  prove  a  particular  fact,  he  cannot  afterwards 
object  to  the  other  party's  cross-examining  him  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  his  defence.  Buard  v.  Buard,  5  'E. 
S.  134 ;  Louisiana  State  Bank  v.  Rowell,  7  E".  S.  343. 

24.  Not  even  when  the  witness  so  called,  being  incompe- 
tent on  account  of  relationship,  was  the  sole  subscribing 
witness  to  a  writing  which  it  was  necessary  to  prove. 
Buard  v.  Buard,  5  ]Sr.  S.  134. 

25;  The  private  account  books  of  brokers  are  not  admis- 
sible in  evidence  in  their  favor;  but  witnesses  by  whom 
entries  were  made  in  them,  of  matters  within  their  personal 
knowledge,  may  refer  to  such  entries  to  refresh  their  memo- 
ries.   Kendall  v.  Beam,,  12  E.  407. 

26.  A  broker,  examined  as  a  witness  to  prove  the  market 
value  of  certain  stocks,  will  not  be  compelled  to  disclose  the 
names  of  persons  to  whom  he  has  sold  shares  of  the  same 
stock,  where  there  is  no  intimation  of  any  intention  to 
examine  such  purchasers  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting 
him,  their  names  being,  under  such  circumstances,  immate- 
rial.   Jonau  V.  Ferrand,  3  K.  364. 

27.  When  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiff  is  examined  as  a 
witness  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  under  section  399  of  the 
Code,  the  defendant  can  offer  himself  as  a  witness  to  the  samie 
matter  only,  to  which  the   assignor  has  been   examined. 

Ward  V.  Ingraham,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  538. 

28.  But  when  the  assignor  testifies,  not  only  to  the  per- 
formance of  work,  labor,  &c.,  and  the  price  or  value  thereof, 
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but  also  to  the  amount  of  payments  made  by  the  defendant 
on  account,  and  the  balance  remaining  due,  the  defendant 
may  ofter  himself,  to  show  that  a  greater  amount  has  been 
paid,  and  when  so  offered  he  must  be  received.    Jd. 

29.  On  the  trial,  the  defendant,  in  cross-examining  a 
witness,  offered  to  prove  that  a  third  person  was  the  real 
person  in  interest,  and  the  plaintiff,  after  the  court  had 
decided  that  the  evidence  was  proper,  admitted  the  interest 
of  such  third  person.  Held,  that  the  admission  was  of  no 
more  effect  than  if  the  witness  had  so  testified,  after  the 
plaintiff's  objection,  and  that  it  would  not  'supply  the  de- 
fendant's omission  to  state  such  defence  in  his  answer. 
Jackson  v.  Whedon,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  R.  141. 

30.  A  witness,  under  cross-examination,  may  state  matters 
which,  though  not  directly  called  for  by  the  question  pro- 
pounded to  him,  might  be  brought  out  by  a  direct  question 
from  the  other  side.     Cross  v.  Police  Jury,  1  E.  121. 

31.  Whether,  after  an  examination  of  a  witness  has  been 
closed,  the  party  shall  be  permitted  to  recall  him  for  further 
examination,  is  a  question  resting  in  discretion,  and  is  not 
a  subject  for  review  on  appeal  from  a  justice's  court.  £rei- 
dert  V.  Vincent,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  542. 

32.  A  party  cannot  examine  a  witness  on  the  voir  dire 
after  an  attempt  to  prove  his  interest  by  other  evidence. 
Bridge  v.  Wellington,  1  Mass.  219. 

33.  "  The  plaintiff  in  a  case  gave  the  witness  an  interest 
after  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  without  the  privity  of  the 
defendant,  and  yet  the  court  would  not  allow  the  defendant 
to  call  him.  If  a  plaintiff  in  such  a  case  as  this,  had  a  right 
to  say,  you  must  either  allow  me  to  call  a  witness  whom  I 
have  rendered  interested  to  support  my  claim,  or  allow  me 
to  prove  his  handwriting,  you  put  a  defendant  under  the  ne- 
cessity of  having  a  case  proved  against  him  by  interested 
testimony,  or  giving  up  the  opportunity  of  obtaining  a  know- 
ledge of  any  circumstances  that  occurred  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  instrument,  by  the  cross-examination  of  the 
attesting  witness."  3  Mo.  &  P.  146 ;  Farnsworth  v.  Briggs, 
6  ISr.  H.  563-4. 

34.  "Where  it  was  a  question,  on  the  trial  of  an  action  on  a 
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policy,  what  amount  of  merchandise  was  contained  in  a  dry 
goods  store  at  the  time  it  was  burned  down,  the  defendant 
was  permitted  to  ask  a  witness,  who  had  been  in  the  store, 
whether  there  was  a  greater  or  less  quantity  of  goods  than 
was  contained  in  his  own  store,  which  was  furnished  with 
similar  goods,  and  of  which  an  inventory  had  been  taken. 
Howard  v.  City  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  4  Denio,  502. 

35.  It  is  competent  to  inquire  whether  an  account  against 
a  party  was  not  charged  to  him  by  his  directions,  and  whether 
it  is  correct,  and  it  is  allowable  for  the  witness  to  answer 
that  it  was  copied  from  the  defendant's  books,  and  believed 
to  be  correct.    Strawbridge  v.  Spann,  8  Ala.  820. 

36.  "Where  there  have  been  no  sales  on  the  day  when  the 
contract  called  for  the  delivery,  it  is  proper,  on  cross-exam- 
ination, to  show  the  price  immediately  before  and  after.  But 
whether,  if  no  sale  took  place  within  three  months  before  the 
day  fixed  for  the  performance,  a  sale  at  that  period  may 
be  proved ;  quere  f  Dana  v.  Fiedler,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  E. 
463. 

37.  In  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  held,  that 
though  the  party  might  purge  himself  by  swearing  that  he 
had  not  the  paper  in  his  possession,  or  had  diligently  searched 
but  could  not  find  it,  yet  he  could  not  be  obliged  to  answer 
whether  he  had  not  received  such  a  paper.  Yassee  v.  Mifflin, 
4  "Wash.  C.  C.  619. 

38.  A  party  calling  a  witness  interested  against  him,  can- 
not confine  the  cross-examination  to  points  in  which  the  wit- 
ness has  no  interest.     Merrill  v.  Berkshire,  11  Pick.  269. 

39.  On  cross-examination,  a  witness  may  be  questioned  as 
to  statements  made  by  him  indicating  feelings  of  hostility 
to  the  party  against  whom  he  is  called,  and  if  he  denies  mak- 
ing such  statements,  they  may  be  proved  by  other  witnesses. 
Newton  v.  Harris,  2  Seld.  345. 

40.  A  leading  question  is  one  which  directly  suggests  the 
answer  required,  or  which  embodies  a  material  act,  and  ad- 
mits of  a  simple  negative  or  affirmative.  8tringfellow  v. 
The  State,  26  Miss.  157. 

41.  A  party  cannot  be  compelled  to  be  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness before  trial,  by  service  of  an  ordinary  subpcena.     A 
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summons  must  be  issued  by  the  judge  on  a  special  applica- 
tion for  the  purpose.    JBleeoker  v.  Carroll,  1  Abbott,  82. 

42.  When  a  defendant  is  examined  as  a  witness  by  the 
plaintiff,  if  his  testimony  is  merely  responsive  to  the  ques- 
tions put  to  him,  or  is  necessary  to  explain  or  qualify  his  own 
answers  to  those  inquiries,  or  to  discharge  when  those  an- 
swers would  otherwise  charge  him,  the  plaintiff  has  no  right 
to  be  sworn  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  under  section  396 
of  the  Code.    Rioha/rdson  r.  Wilkins,  19  Barb.  510. 

43.  Interrogatories  are  not  leading,  which  merely  point  to 
such  facts  as  will  direct  the  attention  of  the  witness  to  the 
matter  in  relation  to  which  his  testimony  is  desired.  Zong 
T.  Steiger,  8  Texas,  460. 

44.  A  party  cannot,  as  a  general  rule,  disparage  his  own 
witness,  by  showing  him  to  be  generally  unworthy  of  credi- 
bility. But  he  is  not  precluded  from  proving  the  truth  of  a 
particular  fact  by  any  other  competent  testimony,  in  direct 
contradiction  to  what  such  witness  may  have  testified.  Brad- 
ford V.  Bush,  10  Ala.  386. 

45.  A  witness  called  to  prove  the  handwriting  of  a  paper 
offered  for  probate,  may  be  impeached  by  proof  of  what  she 
has  said  about  that  paper  at  another  time.  But  neither  her 
capacity  to  judge  of  the  handwriting,  or  her  credit,  is  to  be 
impeached  by  what  she  may  have  said  about  some  other 
paper.    Nuckols  v.  Jones,  8  Gratt.  267. 

46.  In  an  effort  to  impeach  a  witness,  the  proper  inquiry 
is  as  to  his  general  reputation  for  veracity,  where  he  is  best 
known.     Carter  v.  Cavenaugh,  1  Iowa,  (Greene,)  171. 

47.  A  party  cannot  be  allowed  to  insist  that  his  own  wit- 
ness is  not  to  be  believed.  He  has  the  right,  if  surprised  by 
his  testimony,  to  show  by  other  witnesses  that  the  facts  testi- 
fied to  are  otherwise ;  but  he  cannot  impeach  him,  directly 
or  indirectly.     Hunt  v.  Fish,  4  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  324. 

48.  A  witness  may  be  interrogated  as  to  the  state  of  his 
feelings  towards  a  party,  in  order  to  show  the  bias  under 
which  he  testifies ;  it  is  not  admissible,  however,  to  inquire 
into  the  cause  of  his  hostility.  Bishop  v.  The  State,  9  Geo.  121. 

49.  The  testimony  of  a  witness  on  a  point  not  in  issue 
cannot  be  contradicted,  nor  can  he  be  questioned  about  a 
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matter  not  relevant  to  the  issue,  in  order  to  lay  a  ground  for 
impeaching  him.     Ortez  v.  Jeweit,  23  Ala.  662. 

50.  A  party  may  show  that  his  witness  is  mistaken ;  and 
he  is  not  precluded  from  showing  the  truth  by  any  testimony, 
oral  or  written,  which  he  may  produce.  Wolfe  v.  Hauver, 
1  Gill,  84. 

51.  The  proof  of  contradictory  statements  made  by  a  wit- 
ness may  affect  his  credit,  but  the  statements  thus  made,  are 
not  evidence  of  the  facts  stated,  especially  when  the  person 
whose  statements  are  thus  offered  could  not  himself  have 
been  a  witness.     Gayle  v.  Bishop,  14  Ala.  552. 

52.  Statements  made,  not  under  oath,  by  a  witness,  relative 
to  the  subject  matter  in  controversy,  may  be  admitted  on  the 
trial  to  discredit  his  testimony;  but  if  such  contradictory 
statements  are  not  supported  by  other  proof,  they  must  yield 
to  his  evidence  given  under  oath  upon  the  trial  of  the  cause. 
Burrows  v.  Goodhue,  1  Iowa,  (Greene,)  48. 

63.  Evidence  of  the  intemperate  habits  of  a  witness  is  not 
competent  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  his  character  for 
truth.     Hoitt  V.  Moulton,  1  Foster,  (IST.  H.)  586.  , 

54.  A  witness  cannot  be  discredited  by  evidence  of  con- 
tradictory statements,  unless  he  is  first  examined  as  to  such 
statements,  so  as  to  give  him  an  opportunity  for  explanation. 
McAteer  v.  McMullen,  2  Barr,  32  ;  Weinzorpflin  v.  State,  7 
Blackf.  186. 

55.  "Where  a  party  desires  to  impeach  the  credit  of  a  wit- 
ness, by  proof  of  statements  out  of  court,  in  conflict  with  his 
testimony,  he  must  first  lay  the  predicate,  by  directing  the 
attention  of  the  witness  to  the  time,  place  and  person  in- 
volved in  the  supposed  contradiction.  Carlisle  v.  Munley, 
15  Ala.  623. 

56.  A  party  calling  a  witness  cannot  impeach  his  character, 
or  assail  his  credibility  by  general  evidence ;  but  he  may 
prove  by  other  testimony  the  truth  of  any  particular  fact  in 
direct  contradiction  to  the  testimony  of  the  witness.  Thomp- 
son V.  Blanchard,  4  Comst.  303. 

57.  If  a  party  would  exclude  an  interested  witness  from 
testifying,  his  objection  must  be  presented  at  the  earliest  op- 
portunity.   Stuart  V.  lake,  33  Maine,  (3  Eed.)  87. 
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58.  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  if  a  party,  objecting  to  a  wit- 
ness, examines  him  on  the  voir  dire  to  show  his  interest,  he 
cannot  afterwards  prove,  from  other  sources,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  his  interest,  facts  which  were  known  to  him  at 
the  time  when  the  witness  was  examined.    Ih. 

59.  Upon  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness,  it  is  improper 
to  ask  him,  and  he  need  not  answer,  whether  he  has  been  a 
convict  in  a  state  prison ;  as  the  record  of  his  conviction  is 
the  best  evidence,  and  should  be  produced,  if  the  party  de- 
sires to  prove  the  fact.*   Clement  v.  Brooks,  13  N.  H.  92. 

60.  A  witness,  after  having  sworn  to  a  conversation,  and 
stated  there  was  nothing  in  it  from  which  he  could  say  that 
it  alluded  to  a  particular  time,  cannot  be  permitted  to  express 
his  belief  as  to  that  fact.     Cutler  v.  Cci/rpenter,  1  Cowen,  81. 

61.  A  witness  is  not  excused  from  answering  merely  be- 
cause his  answer  may  subject  him  to  pecuniary  loss.  Hwrper 
V.  Burrow,  6  Ired.  30. 

62.  Although  a  judge  may  in  some  cases  allow  leading 
questions  to  be  put  to  a  witness,  questions  which  are  leading 
may  be  excepted  to  for  that  cause.  Parsons  v.  Bridghmn, 
34  Maine,  (4  Eed.)  24:0. 

63.  A  witness  cannot  be  compelled  to  testify  to  his  retain- 
ing more  than  lawful  interest  out  of  the  amount  of  security 
discounted  by  him,  being  indictable,  in  such  case,  for  receiv- 
ing usury  contrary  to  the  statute  of  New-Tork.  Bank  of 
Salina  v.  Henry,  2  Denio,  155. 

64.  A  witness  may  not  be  examined  in  a  case  after  the 
arguments  have  been  opened.  Ba/rnett  v.  Russell,  2 
Overt,  10. 

65.  After  the  plaintiff  has  closed  his  examination  of  testi- 
mony, and  the  defendant  has  asked  the.  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  relative  to  their  verdict,  it  is  too  late  for  the  defendant, 
except  under  special  circumstances,  t6  introduce  any  evi- 
dence.    The  State  v.  Beem,  3  Blackf.  222. 

66.  A  party  has  a  right  to  impeach  the  general  character 
of  a  witness  for  his  adversary,  though  the  testimony  which 
such  witness  had  given  related  solely  to  the  general  character 
of  another  witness.    Starks  v.  The  People,  5  Denio,  106. 

67.  Where  a  question  to  a  witness  is  not  fully  answered, 
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the  opposite  party  may  elicit  a  full  answer.    Mason  v.  Tall- 
man,  34  Maine,  (4  Eed.)  472. 

68.  A  party  may  cross-examine  as  to  the  res  gestos,  given 
in  evidence,  though  it  be  new  matter.  MarUey  v.  Swa/i-te- 
lander,  8  "Watts  &  Serg.  172. 

69.  A  letter  written  by  a  witness  to  another  person,  (not  a 
party  to  the  suit,)  and  his  answer  to  it,  may  be  looked  to  by  the 
witness  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  memory  as  to  the 
facts  there  stated,  but  the  letters  themselves  cannot  be  intro- 
duced as  instruments  of  evidence.  Butherford  v.  The 
Branch  Bank  of  Mobile,  14  Ala.  92. 

70.  The  defendant  having,  in  cross-examining  a  witness, 
drawn  out  evidence  on  a  collateral  matter,  cannot  introduce 
testimony  to  contradict  him  on  such  collateral  matter.  Rer- 
som  V.  Henderson,  3  Foster,  (IST.  H.)  498, 

71.  If  one  portion  of  a  witness'  testimony  be  contradicted, 
but  it  do  not  appear  that  the  witness  intentionally  swore 
falsely,  the  rest  of  his  testimony  is  not  necessarily  rendered 
unworthy  of  credit  by  such  contradiction.  Giltner  v.  Gor- 
ham,,  4  McLean,  402. 

72.  Improper  or  irrelevant  testimony  cannot  become  ad- 
missible merely  by  being  introduced  by  the  cross-examination 
of  a  witness.    Norton  v.  Valentine,  3  Shep  36. 

73.  On  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness,  the  presiding 
judge,  i*n  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  may  rightly  per- 
mit an  inquiry  of  a  witness  for  his  reasons  why  he  did  certain 
acts,  to  test  the  accuracy  of  the  recollection  of  the  witness,  or 
to  affect  his  credibility,  although  it  may  have  no  direct  ten- 
dency to  support  or  disprove  the  issue.  New  Gloucester  v. 
Bridgham,  28  Maine,  (15  Shep.)  60. 

74.  The  re-examination  of  a  witness  is  a  matter  within  the 
discretion  of  the  primary  court,  and  cannot  be  reviewed  by 
an  appellate  court.     Gayle  v.  Bishop,  14  Ala.  552. 

75.  A  party  cannot  prove,  by  his  own  witness,  what  that 
witness  has  said,  or  what  the  mere  purpose  of  the  witness' 
mind  had  been  on  former  occaBions.  Law  v.  Peyson,  32 
Maine,  (2  Bed.)  521. 

76.  The  notes  taken  by  a  judge,  of  the  testimony  of  a  wit- 
ness on  a  former  trial,  cannot  be  read  to  impeach  the  witness, 
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the  judge  not  being  able  to  testify  to  their  correctness.    Huff 
V.  Benmtt,  2  Selden,  (N.  T.)  337. 

77.  "Where  testimony,  drawn  out  by  one  party,  is  ruled  out 
of  the  case,  the  other  party  will  not  be  allowed  to  draw  out 
explanations  of  that  testimony.  Polleys  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co., 
2  Shep.  141. 

78.  The  statements  of  a  witness  that  he  is  interested  in  the 
result  of  a  suit,  or  that  he  is  the  party  in  interest,  cannot  be 
proved  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  him.  Martin  v.  Far- 
num,  4  Foster,  (IST.  H.)  191. 

79.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  discredit  an  opposing 
witness,  by  proving  that  he  has  made  declarations  in  conflict 
with  his  testimony,  that  he  should  be  previously  interro- 
gated as  to  such  declarations.  Wilhms  v.  Bahiershall,  32 
Maine,  (2  Ked.)  184. 

80.  A  witness,  on  cross-examination,  cannot  be  asked  a 
question,  otherwise  irrelevant,  for  the  purpose  of  testing  his 
moral  sense.     Commonwealth  v.  Shaw,  i  Cush.  593. 

81.  The  manner  of  cross-examination  is  in  the  discretion 
of  tJie  court,  and  error  cannot  be  assigned  on  matters  resting 
in  discretion.     West  v.  The  State,  2  IST.  J.  212. 

82.  Where  a  witness,  on  cross-examination,  testified  that 
he  had  been  prosecuted  before  a  magistrate  on  a  charge  of 
perjury,  and  committed  for  trial,  it  was  held,  that  this  was 
not  such  an  impeachment  of  his  character  as  to  authorize 
the  admission  of  witnesses  to  sustain  it.  [Euggles,  C.  J.,  and 
"Welles,  J.,  dissenting.]  The  People  v.  Oay,  3  Selden,  (N". 
Y.)  378. 

83.  An  answer  to  a  question,  put  to  a  witness  upon  cross- 
examination,  relative  to  a  matter  collateral  to  the  issue,  must 
be  taken  as  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  contradicted  by  other 
evidence.    Page  v.  JSomans,  2  Shep.  478. 

84.  A  party  has  no  right  to  inquire  of  a  witness,  whether 
the  plaintiff  could  have  worked  on  a  certain  water-wheel, 
without  his  knowledge,  it  being  for  the  witness  to  state  the 
facts  and  his  means  of  knowledge.  Butler  v.  The  Cornwall 
Iron  Co.,  22  Conn.  335. 

85.  Before  a  witness  can  be  contradicted  by  proving  state- 
ments made  out  of  court,  at  variance  with  his  testimony,  he 
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must  first  be  inquired  of,  upon  cross-examini  ch 

statements,  and  the  time,  place  and  person  involved  in  the 
supposed  contradiction.    King  v.  WioTcs,  20  Ohio,  87. 

86.  Where  a  witness  made  a  memorandum  of  a  conversa- 
tion so  recently  after  its  occurrence  that  he  knows  he  then 
recollected  it  perfectly,  and  committed  it  to  paper  faithfully, 
he  may  read  it  to  refresh  his  recollection  on  his  examination. 
Kendall  v.  Stone,  2  Sandf  Sup.  Ct.  269. 

87.  Where  a  witness  for  the  plaintiffs  proved  a  demand 
of  the  defendant,  and  his  refusal  to  pay  over  certain  moneys, 
it  was  held  that  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  ask  the  witness 
what  reason  he  gave  for  his  refusal.  Bennett  v.  JBurch,  1 
Denio,  141. 

88.  Where  a  witness,  on  his  cross-examination,  was  asked 
if  the  party,  whose  witness  he  was,  had  spoken  to  him  on  the 
subject  of  the  suit,  and  he  answered  that  he' had,  the  party 
calling  him,  on  a  re-examination,  was  allowed  to  ask  what 
he  had  said  to  the  witness.  [Ogden,  J.,  dissenting.] 
Somerville  <&  Eastern  Bail-Road  Go.  v.  Doughty,  2  N.  J. 
495. 

89.  A  witness  may  assist  his  memory  by  looking  at  any 
written  instrument,  memorandum  or  entry  in  a  book,  written 
by  himself  or  others,  but  he  can  testify  only  according  to  his 
recollection.     Euff-f.  Bennett,  2  Selden,  (N.  Y.)  337. 

90.  A  leading  question  is  one  which  may  be  answered  in 
the  affirmative  or  negative,  and  suggests  the  desired  answer. 
It  must  indicate  to  the  witness,  in  a  matter  material  to  the 
issue,  such  answer  as  will  best  accord  with  the  interests  of 
the  party.    Able  v.  Sparks,  6  Texas,  349. 

91.  The  defendant  examined  a  witness  to  prove  a  fact,  which 
he  failed  to  do.  Held,  that  he  could  not  give  in  evidence  a 
letter  of  the  witness,  either  to  prove  the  fact  or  discredit 
the  witness.    BanTc  of  Kentucky  v.  Shier,  4  Kich.  233. 

92.  It  is  proper  to  ask  a  witness,  on  cross-examination, 
whether  he  had  made  certain  remarks  indicative  of  hostility  to 
the  opposite  party ;  and  if  he  denies  making  them,  they  may 
be  proved.    Newton  v.  Harris,  2  Selden,  (N.  T.)  345. 

93.  The  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  his  book  of  accounts, 
with  his  suppletory  oath ;  but,  on  his  cross-examination,  it 
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appearing  in  evidence  that  the  articles  charged  were  delirer- 
ed  by  a  third  peraon,  the  book  was  rejected  by  the  court. 
In  the  course  of  his  cross-examination,  he  was  inquired  of  by 
the  defendant's  counsel,  touching  the  case  generally.  Held, 
that  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  although  the  book  had  been  reject- 
ed, might  examine  him  in  relation  to  his  evidence,  relating  to 
the  case  generally,  and  that  his  testimony  might  be  con- 
sidered by  the  jury,  in  connection  with  the  other  evidence  in 
the  case.    Mcllvame  v.  WilMns,  12  E".  H.  474. 

94.  The  admission  or  rejection  of  a  witness,  after  the  case 
is  closed,  is  mere  matter  of  discretion.  Error  will  not  lie, 
on  either  ground.  Frederick  v.  Gray,  10  Serg.  &  Kawle, 
182. 

95.  Under  circumstances,  a  new  witness  may  be  received, 
even  after  counsel  have  begun  to  address  the  jury  ;  and,  Sem- 
ite, a  witness  who  has  been  subpoenaed,  but  does  not  come 
before,  may  then,  if  the  judge  choose  to  allow  it,  be  received. 
Duncan  v.  M'OuUough,  4  Serg.  &  Eawle,  482. 

96.  But  not  if  one  party  have  discharged  his  witnesses, 
and  one  of  them  is  not  to  be  found,  and  the  witnesses  of  the 
other  party  were  all  present,  and  might  have  been  sworn.    Fd. 

97.  SemUe,  the  judge  may,  in  his  discretion,  allow  witnesses 
to  be  sworn,  who  arrive  after  the  testimony  is  closed,  and 
even  as  late  as  when  the  plaintiff's  counsel  rise  and  begin 
to  reply.  The  granting  or  refusing  to  delay  a  trial  until  absent 
witnesses  arrive,  will  equally  be  left  to  the  judge's  discretion. 
Leggett  v.  Boyd,  3  Wend.  376. 

98.  It  has  lately  been  held  in  Tennessee,  that  the  general 
character  of  attesting  witnesses,  by  whom  a  deed  of  land  is 
proved  summarily  for  the  purposes  of  registry,  may  be  im- 
peached.    GardenMre  v.  Paries,  2  Terg.  23. 

99.  In  Pennsylvania  it  has  been  held  that  an  absent  mer- 
chant's clerk,  whose  original  entries  are  therefore  admissible 
as  proof  against  a  vendee,  may  be  impeached  in  the  same 
way.     Grouse  Y.  Miller,  10  Serg.  &  Eawle,  155. 

lOOi  After  the  defendant  had  closed  his  evidence  as  to  a 
custom,  to  which  the  plaintiff  in  his  opening  had  examined 
witnesses,  the  court  refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  go 
into  further  evidence  as  to  the  same  question ;  because  the 
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defendant  had  not  given  any  new  testimony  to  the  question 
on  his  side.     Oilpins  v.  Oooisequa,  1  Pet.  C.  0.  85,  89. 

101.  Held,  in  a  subsequent  cause,  that  the  answer  to  a  ques- 
tion put  to  a  witness  examined  by  the  plaintiff  in  reply,  must 
tend  either  to  contradict  or  discredit  the  defendant's  witnesses, 
or  be  rendered  necessary  by  some  evidence  on  his  part. 
Emns  V.  Eaton,  1  Pet.  0.  0.  322,  338. 

102.  "  Any  thing  may  be  given  in  evidence  in  reply,  which 
is  a  direct  answer  to  that  produced  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant. If  a  defendant  give  in  evidence  a  release,  the  plain- 
tiff may  reply  forgery.  If  he  offer  a  discount,  {set-off,)  the 
plaintiff  may  show  that  it  has  been  paid,  or,  as  in  this  case, 
that  it  has  been  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  In  the 
case  under  consideration,  the  defendant  produced  an  elder 
grant ;  the  plaintiff  offered  to  do  away  the  effect  of  it  by 
proving  an  adverse  possession.  Until  the  defendant's  grant 
was  produced,  the  plaintiff  had  shown  a  good  title  in  him- 
self; and  when  a  plaintiff  has  established  his  case,  he  need 
offer  no  further  evidence  until  some  proof  is  offered  on  the 
other  side  to  destroy  or  impair  it.  The  plaintiff  could  not 
know  that  the  defendant  would  rely  on  an  elder  grant,  or 
that  he  even  had  one,  until  it  was  produced ;  and  even  if  he 
had  known  it,  would  not  have  been  required,  and  perhaps 
not  allowed  to  impede  the  business  of  the  court,  by  giving 
evidence  in  anticipation  of  testimony  which  might  not  exist 
or  not  be  produced  ;  ancj  although  such  a  method  of  proceed- 
ing must  necessarily  allow  the  defendant  the  right  of  rejoin- 
ing in  evidence,  yet  that  furnishes  no  objection.  Such  a 
course  must  frequently  be  pursued  when  a  defendant  is  per- 
mitted to  give  in  evidence  any  special  matter  which  leads  to 
a  distinct  issue  in  which  he  stands  in  the  situation  of  a  plain- 
tiff."   8G0tt  V.  Woodfward,  2  M'Cord,  161. 

103.  Where  a  witness  is  called  merely  to  prove  the  hand- 
writing to  a  paper,  the  opposite  counsel  would  not,  therefore, 
be  entitled  even  to  see  the  paper  in  the  first  instance.  8in- 
clm/r  V.  St&oenson,  1  Carr.  &  Payne,  522. 

104.  A  merchant's  clerk  should  be  allowed  time,  if  neces- 
sary, to  refresh  his  memory  by  the  inspection  of  a  day-book 
in  court,  though  he  is  to  testify  merely  from  memory,  and 

6 


82  EXAMINATION   OF  WITNESS. 

though  he  made  none  of  the  entries  himself.    Key  v.  I/ymi, 
4  Litt.  338,  340. 

105.  In  another  case,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff's  clerk 
had  made  entries  of  sales  of  wool  to  the  defendant,  in  the 
plaintiff's  books,  and  he  "was  permitted  to  swear  to  the 
exact  quantity  of  wool  delivered,  and  the  various  qualities  of 
it,  by  referring  to  an  extract  from  the  plaintiff's  day-book  of 
entries,  made  by  himself  at  the  time  of  the  delivery."  He 
said  he  remembered  the  fact  of  delivering  the  wool  in  con- 
sequence of  the  defendant's  letters,  "  and  of  his  making  the 
entries  thereof  in  the  plaintiff's  day-book,  but  that  he  could 
not  state  the  precise  quantity,  nor  the  different  qualities, 
without  refreshing  his  memory,  by  referring  to  a  copy  of  the 
entries  which  he  had  made."  The  court  inclined  that  his 
testimony  was  properly  received,  even  as  to  quantity  and 
quality,  though  the  case  went  off  on  another  point.  Robert- 
son V.  In/nek,  18  Johns.  452,  453,  457. 

106.  A  party  may  (where  his  witness  has  been  discredited 
in  any  way)  produce  evidence  to  show  the  truth  of  the  par- 
ticular fact  to  which  he  deposes ;  as  if  he  deny  that  he  is 
interested  in  land,  and  evidence  be  offered  to  cast  discredit  on 
his  denial,  a  deed  between  a  party  and  third  persons,  verify- 
ing it,  may  be  shown,  though  it  do  not  relate  to  the  general 
merits  of  the  cause,  and  -though  it  was  executed  after  the  suit 
commenced.    Hichardson  v.  Stewards  Lessee,  4  Binn.  198. 

107.  So  an  admission,  made  by  the  opposite  party,  of  the 
facts  to  which  the  witness  swears.  Miller  v.  Rampton,  5 
Conn.  416. 

108.  There  may  be  cases  where  great  latitude  of  examina- 
tion may  be  permitted,  arising  from  the  disposition,  temper 
and  conduct  of  the  witness,  which  can  be  regulated  only  by 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  for  which  it  is  difficult  to 
lay  down  a  precise  rule.    Lamrence  v.  BarTcer,  5  Wend.  305. 

109.  Though  the  cross-examination  generally  admits  of 
leading  questions,  to  draw  from  the  witness  a  further  disclos- 
ure than  he  made  upon  the  principal  examination,  and  in 
reference  to  the  matter  testified  about,  yet  if  the  cross-exam- 
ination respects  new  matter,  leading  questions  cannot  be 
asked.    Sa/rrison  v.  Rowam,  8  Wash.  0.  0.  580,  582. 
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110.  The  question  must  clearly  be  objected  to  at  the  time, 
on  account  of  its  leading  character,  or  it  is  no  ground  for  a 
subsequent  objection.  This  was  held  of  a  question  put  on 
taking  a  deposition.  It  not  being  objected  to  at  the  time  of 
the  examination,  held  that  it  was  too  late  to  raise  the  objec- 
tion at  the  trial.    Sheeler  v.  8peer,  3  Binn.  130. 

111.  "  It  is  often  a  matter  of  extreme  difficulty  to  distin- 
guish such  questions  as  ought  not  to  be  tolerated,  because  they 
are  leading,  from  those  which,  though  in  their  form  leading, 
are,  in  effect,  only  calculated  to  draw  the  mind  of  the  witness 
to  the  subject  of  inquiry."     PecypU  v.  Mather,  4  Wend.  247. 

112.  The  value  of  a  piece  of  land  in  market  being  material, 
the  court  refused  to  allow  witnesses  who  had  not  been  in  a 
course  of  buying  and  selling  such  land  to  give  an  opinion. 
They  said  it  must  be  described,  and  the  jury  must  judge. 
And  they  questioned  the  admissibility  of  such  evidence,  even 
from  witnesses  skilled  in  and  used  to  dealing  in  such  pro- 
perty in  the  neighborhood  where  it  lay.  Rochsster  v.  Chester, 
3  N.  H.  349, 364  to  366  ;  Kellog  v.  Krauser,  14  Serg.  &  Eawle, 
137,  141-2,  is  directly  the  contrary. 

113.  It  has  been  held,  where  counsel  has  closed  the  plain- 
tiff's case,  but  stated  that  he  had  omitted  to  prove  a  fact  in 
its  proper  place,  because  it  was  so  plain  he  supposed  it  would 
not  be  disputed,  that  he  might  now  show  the  fact,  though 
after  an  objection  raised  for  the  defect.  Brown  v.  Giles,  1 
Carr.  &  Payne,  118. 

114.  In  an  action  by  a  female  for  a  breach  of  marriage 
promise,  which  puts  the  previous  chastity,  and,  indeed,  the 
moral  deportment  generally  of  the  plaintiff  in  some  measure 
at  issue,  a  witness  was  held  to  be  privileged  from  answering 
the  question  whether  he  had  had  previous  criminal  connec- 
tion with  the  plaintiff.  Southa/rd  v.  Bexford,  6  Cowen,  254, 
269. 

115.  A  deponent  stated  that,  from  his  knowledge  of  the 
debtor's  circumstances,  the  latter  was  able  to  pay  a  certain 
amount,  and  that  during  a  certain  time  after  his  escape,  he 
must  have  spent  from  800  to  1,000  dollars,  as  the  deponent 
believed.  Semble,  this  was  admissible,  not  being  mere  ab- 
stract opinion.     Oriffim,  v.  Brown,  2  Pick.  304,  309. 
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116.  "Where  the  plaintiff  called  a  witness  (as  he  stated)  to 
prove  the  signatures  of  the  parties  to  a  bill  of  exchange  and 
a  promissory  note,  cmd  for  that  only,  and  the  witness  was 
directly  interested  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  it  was  held  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  afterwards  object  to  the  competency 
of  the  witness,  and  that  the  defendant  had  a  right,  not  only 
to  cross-examine  him  as  to  the  particular  fact  which  he  was 
called  to  prove,  but  to  examine  him  in  relation  to  any  matter 
embraced  in  the  issue.  Fulton  Bank  v.  Stafford.,  2  "Wend. 
483. 

117.  A  broker,  who  effected  a  policy  for  the  plaintiff,  being 
sworn  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  stated  that  he  omitted 
to  make  a  certain  disclosure,  which  it  was  now  contended  was 
material ;  and  therefore  the  omission  would  avoid  the  policy. 
On  cross-examination,  he  denied  that  he  had,  shortly  after 
effecting  the  policy,  declared  his  opinion  that  the  underwriters 
had  not  (in  their  defence)  a  leg  to  stand  on.  The  plaintiff 
called  a  witness  to  contradict  this,  by  showing  that  he  had 
said  so.  TrNDAi,  0.  J. :  "  It  seems  to  me  hardly  to  come  within 
the  rule  relating  to  a  matter  directly  connected  with  the  issue. 
If  there  had  been  any  contradiction  of  the  broker's  assertion 
of  a  matter  of  fact,  as  to  whether  he  had  or  had  not  made  the 
communication^  it  might  have  been  received.  But  this  is 
only  a  contradiction  on  a  matter  of  judgment,  and  I  think 
it  not  receivable."    Elton  v.  LarMns,  5  Carr.  &  Payne,  385. 

118.  "In  strict  practice,  he  who  has  the  affirmative  ought  to 
introduce  all  the  evidence  to  make  out  his  side  of  the  issue ; 
then  the  evidence  of  the  negative  side  is  heard,  and  finally, 
the  rebutting  proof  of  the  affirmative,  which  closes  the  in- 
vestigation. In  doing  this,  neither  side  ought  to  be  permit- 
ted to  give  evidence  by  piece-meal,  then  to  apply  for  instruc- 
tions, and  again  to  mend  and  add  to  his  proof,  until,  by  re- 
peated experiments,  he  shall  make  it  come  up  to  the  opinion 
of  the  court.  An  adherence  to  these  rules,  generally,  will 
be  found  necessary  in  all  courts  of  original  jurisdiction;  and, 
without  them,  confusion,  loss  of  time  and  captious  and  irri- 
table conduct  must  follow.  "We  say  generally ;  for  it  will 
often  be  found  necessary  and  proper  for  the  presiding  court, 
for  good  reasons,  to  depart  from  them,  to  attain  complete 
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justice ;  and  when  they  ought  or  ought  not  to  be  varied, 
must,  in  a  great  measure,  be  left  to  the  sound  discretion  and 
prudence  of  the  court ;  and  a  court  of  error  ought  never  to 
interfere  for  such  departure,  except  where  injustice  is  done 
by  it."  "  The  evidence  admitted  in  this  instance  was  perti- 
nent. It  is  not  objected  to,  because,  from  its  nature,  it  can- 
not be  heard ;  but  because  it  was  heard  at  an  improper  time. 
In  such  a  case  we  ought  not  and  cannot  give  any  redress. 
"We  ought  not,  because  the  evidence  has  not  done  injustice, 
and  the  court  had  the  disposition  of  its  own  time,  and  might 
or  might  not  hear  it,  as  time  and  other  good  reasons  might 
require.  We  cannot,  because,  if  we  were  to  reverse  on  that 
account,  it  would  only  open  the  way  to  admit  the  same  evi- 
dence in  a  time  and  manner  which  could  not  be  objected  to." 
Braydon  v.  Ooulmam,,  1  Monroe,  115,  IIT,  118. 

119.  In  The  State  v.  Hcmh,  (2  JSTott  &  M'Cord,  334,)  Non^ 
J.,  makes  the  following  remarks :  "  It  is  true,  that  Phillips,  in 
his  Treatise  on  Evidence,  (209,)  says,  that  a  '  witness,  to  assist 
his  memory,  may  use  a  written  entry  or  memorandum,  or 
the  copy  of  a  memorandum,  and  if  afterwards  he  can  swear 
positively  to  the  truth  of  the  facts  there  stated,  such  evidence 
will  be  sufficient.     Yet  if  he  cannot,  from  recollection,  speak 
to  the  fact  any  further  than  as  finding  it  stated  in  a  written 
entry,  his  testimony  will  amount  to  nothing.'    But  by  a 
reference  to  the  eases  quoted  by  Phillips,  it  will  be  found 
that  the  rule,  as  laid  down  by  him,  applies  only  to  copies  of 
entries,  and  not  to  the  original.    The  principal  cases  relied 
on  are  Doe  v.  Perhms,  (3  D.  &  E.  752,)  and  Tamier  v. 
Tfrnjlor,  a  manuscript  report  of  which  Mr.  Justice  Bullee 
read  in  that  case.     The  case  of  Tcmner  v.  Taylor  was  an 
action  for  goods  sold ;  the  witness,  who  proved  the  delivery, 
took  it  from  an  account  which  he  had  in  his  hand,  being  a  copy, 
as  he  said,  of  the  day-book,  which  he  had  left  at  home.    It 
being  objected  that  the  original  ought  to  be  produced,  Mr. 
Baron  Legge  said  if  he  would  swear  positively  to  the  deliv- 
ery from  recollection,  and  the  paper  was  only  to  refresh  his 
memory,  he  might  make  use  of  it.     But  if  he  could  not,  from 
recollection,  swear  to  the  delivery,  any  further  than  finding 
them  entered  in  the  books,  then  the  original  should  have 
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been  produced.  The  case  of  Doe  v.  PerTcms  is  more  directly 
in  point.  The  question  was,  at  what  time  of  the  year  the 
annual  leases  of  several  tenants  expired.  One  Aldridge 
went  round  with  the  receiver  of  the  rents  and  minuted  down 
their  declarations  respecting  the  time  when  they  severally 
became  tenants.  When  Aldridge  was  examined,  the  original 
book  was  not  in  court ;  but  he  spoke  of  the  dates  of  the  several 
tenancies  from  extracts  made  by  himself  out  of  that  book ; 
confessing,  upon  his  cross-examination,  that  he  had  no 
memory  of  his  own  of  those  specific  facts,  but  that  the  evi- 
dence he  was  giving  as  to  those  facts  was  founded  altogether 
upon  the  extracts  which  he  had  made  from  the  above-men- 
tioned book.  This  evidence  was  objected  to,  on  the  ground 
that  as  the  witness  did  not  pretend  to  speak  to  facts  from  his 
own  recollection,  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  give 
evidence  from  any  extracts,  but  that  the  original  book  ought 
to  be  produced.  The  presiding  judge,  however,  admitted 
the  evidence,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict.  On  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  Lord  Kenyon,  after  adverting  to  the  case  of 
Trniner  v.  Taylor,  above  mentioned,  said  that  the  rule  ap- 
peared to  have  been  clearly  settled,  and  that  every  day's 
practice  agreed  with  it.  And  that,  comparing  the  case  with 
the  general  rule,  the  court  were  clearly  of  opinion  that 
Aldridge,  the  witness,  ought  not  to  have  been  permitted  to 
speak  to  facts  from  the  extracts  which  he  made  use  of  at  that 
trial.  And  a  new  trial  was  granted.  The  same  doctrine  is 
laid  down  in  Peake's  Evidence,  190." 

120.  In  an  action  for  negligently  steering  a  ship,  you  may 
ask  experienced  nautical  men  whether  certain  acts  amounted 
to  negligence.  Malton  v.  JVeshit,  1  Carr.  &  Payne,  TO.  They 
may  state  to  what  they  think  the  cause  of  the  accident  is 
attributable ;  but  they  ought  not  to  say  they  consider  the 
fault  on  one  side  or  the  other.  Jameson  v.  Drinhald,  12 
Moore,  148,  15T. 

121.  In  questions  of  the  value  of  property,  the  witness 
must  often  testify  to  opinion.  Swift's  Ev.  Ill ;  Kellcgg  v. 
Krauser,  14  Serg.  &  Eawle,  137,  141,  142  ;  Rochester  v. 
Chester,  3  N.  H.  349,  365,  366. 

122.  The  general  rule  is  clear  and  well  settled,  that  a  party 
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calling  a  witness  cannot  give  evidence  merely  to  discredit 
him.    Sawrey  v.  Murrell,  2  Hayw.  397. 

123.  A  witness  cannot  be  asked  whether  he  has  heard  the 
witness  sought  to  be  impeached  commit  perjury  in  the  trial 
of  a  cause ;  and  in  stating  whether  he  would  believe  that 
witness  on  his  oatli,  he  must  do  so  from  his  knowledge  of  the 
witness'  general  character,  and  not  from  having  heard  him 
give  particular  evidence  on  a  particular  trial.  Bex  v.  Hemp, 
5  Carr.  &  Payne,  468. 

i2i.  An  inquiry  was  allowed  to  a  bank  teller,  who  swore  to 
his  entry,  whether  he  was  not  in  the  habit  of  making  mis- 
takes as  teller.  Mechanics'  and  FarTuerrs'  Bank  v.  Smith, 
19  Johns.  116. 

125.  Professional  books  or  books  of  science  {e.  g.,  medical 
books)  are  not  admissible  as  evidence,  though  ea^perts  may 
be  asked  their  judgment  and  the  grounds  of  it,  which  may, 
in  some  degree,  be  founded  on  books  as  a  part  of  their  general 
knowledge.     Collier  v.  Simpson,  5  Carr.  &  Payne,  73. 

126.  By  refreshing  the  memory  of  a  merchant's  clerk,  is 
not  to  be  understood  that  the  memoranda  must  bring  to  his 
recollection  that  every  article  in  the  account  was  delivered. 
They  can  only  inform  him  that  he  made  the  entries,  and 
enable  him,  therefore,  to  say  that  he  delivered  the  articles  at 
the  time.    Nicholas  v.  Withers,  2  M'Oord,  429. 

127.  Evidence  that  a  witness  assigned  a  note  to  the  plain- 
tiff with  an  understanding  that  he  should  testify  to  a  new 
promise  of  the  maker,  is  admissible  to  impeach  his  credit. 
Moore  v.  Yiele,  4  "Wend.  420. 

138.  The  proper  course  is,  to  regard  the  testimony  of  an 
unwilling  witness  in  the  same  light  as  that  of  a  witness 
adduced  by  the  adverse  party,  respecting  which  it  is  a  settled 
principle,  that  you  may  believe  what  makes  against  his  point 
who  swears,  without  believing  what  makes  for  it.  2  Ev. 
Pothier,  267. 

129.  In  an  ordinary  case,  you  may  contradict  your  own 
witness  as  to  one  fact,  and  yet  retain  his  testimony  as  to  an- 
other.    Bradley  v.  Ricardo,  8  Bing.  57. 

130.  Witnesses  skilled  in  any  art  or  science  may  be  called 
to  say  what,  in  their  judgment,  would  be  the  result  of  certain 
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foots  submitted  to  their  consideration ;  but  not  to  give  an 
opinion  on  things  with  whieh  a  jurj  may  be  supposed  to  be 
equally  well  acquainted.  K  in  this  case  any  specific  rules 
of  the  medical  profession  had  been  given  in  evidence,  the 
defendant  perhaps  might  have  been  allowed  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff,  by  violating  those  rules,  had  rendered  himself 
unworthy  of  the  countenance  of  his  brethren.  Baj;  the 
answer  here  may  depend  altogether  on  the  temper  and  pecu- 
liar opinions  of  the  individual  witness.  Bamadge  v.  Bycm, 
9  Bing.  333. 

131.  The  inadvertence  of  counsel,  in  not  proving  a  notice, 
was,  on  his  statement  of  the  accident,  allowed,  after  motion 
for  a  nonsuit,  and  the  proofs  closed ;  and  that  by  a  new 
witness.     Campbell  v.  Ingrahmn,  1  Eep.  Con.  Ct.  293. 

132.  In  an  action  for  breach  of  marriage  promise,  a  wit- 
ness for  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  answer  the  question 
whether,  living  with  the  plaintiff  and  from  an  observation 
of  her  deportment,  &c.,  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
was  sincerely  attached  to  the  defendant.  M^Kee  v.  Nelson, 
4  Oowen,  355. 

133.  A  witness  may  be  asked,  on  cross-examination,  for 
the  purpose  of  contradicting  him,  whether  he  has  not  had  a 
controversy  with  the  party  against  whom  he  is  called,  and 
threatened  to  be  revenged  on  him.  Atwood  v.  WeUon,  7 
Conn.  66,  70. 

134.  Though  you  may  put  leading  questions,  they  m-ast 
not  assume  facts  to  have  been  proved  which  have  not  been 

roved,  or  that  particular  answers  have  been  given  contrary 
to  the  fact.     1  Stark.  Ev.  133. 

135.  "People  entertain  opinions  on  almost  every  subject 
that  comes  into  a  court  of  justice,  some  on  one  side,  some  on 
the  other ;  and  if  one  man's  opinion  is  evidence,  every  man's 
is  so.  But  the  jury  is  kept  together  in  order  to  exclude  all 
mere  opinions,  so  as  to  bring  them  to  decide  on  the  merits  of 
a  title,  according  to  their  own  opinion  on  the  facts  in  evi- 
dence."    Oorlis  y.Mttle,  1  Green,  232. 

136.  Subscribing  witnesses  to  a  will  cannot  be  allowed  to 
express  an  opinion  as  to  the  testator's  sanity.  OroweU  v. 
Kirk,  3  Dev.'sST. 
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137.  None  other  can  be  permitted  to  express  such  opinion, 
unless  he  be  a  physician,  or  a  man  possessing  scientific  know- 
ledge on  the  subject.  The  opinions  of  witnesses  are  confined 
to  men  of  science,  art  or  skill  in  some  particular  branch  of 
business.  Crowed  t.  Kvrk,  3  Dev.  356-Y ;  Corlis  v.  lAUU, 
1  Green,  232. 

138.  Ordinary  transactions  show  that  men  recollect  an  oc- 
currence upon  seeing  an  entry,  or  their  own  signature,  made 
after  the  lapse  of  many  years.  The  subscribing  witnesses  to 
deeds  can  seldom  prove  their  execution,  except  by  barely  re- 
cognising their  own  signatures,  accompanied  with  the  further 
fact,  that  they  never  do  attest  any  writing  which  they  have 
not  seen  executed.  There  are  but  few  instances  where  they 
retain  a  distinct  recollection  of  the  fact  of  execution.  The 
same  may  be  said  of  the  proof  of  merchants'  books.  It  sel- 
dom happens  that  the  person  making  the  entry  can  recollect 
lie  delivery  of  the  articles.  He  denied  that  such  evidence 
was  confined  to  the  entry  of  an  act  done  by  the  witness  him- 
self; and  instanced  a  tender  or  payment  of  money  by  another, 
the  witness  entering  the  time,  the  sum,  the  manner,  as 
whether  conditional,  whether  on  a  bond,  note  or  open  ac- 
count, &c.     The  State  v.  Bawles,  2  Nott  &  M'Cord,  331,  333. 

139.  In  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  the  defence 
was,  that  the  defendant  was  accountable  for  the  money  to 
the  plaintiff's  witness,  who  was  the  partner  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  claim  arose  in  the  course  of  their  business.  The 
plaintiff's  case  being  proved  by  the  witness,  who  was  her 
son,  and  he,  on  cross-examination,  having  denied  that  he  had 
ever  said  he  was  in  partnership  with  the  defendant,  Wilde, 
Sergeant,  for  the  defendant,  proposed  to  ask  a  witness  wheth- 
er, on  a  particular  occasion,  the  plaintiff's  witness  had  not 
told  him  that  he  was  in  partnership  with  the  defendant.  This 
was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground 
that  her  witness  had  not  been  questioned  as  to  the  particular 
person  or  conversation  with  respect  to  which  it  was  proposed 
to  contradict  him.  Tindal,  0.  J. :  "I  understand  the  rule 
to  be,  that  before  you  can  contradict  a  witness,  by  showing 
that  he  has  at  some  other  time  said  something  inconsistent 
with  his  present  evidence,  you  must  ask  him  as  to  the  time, 
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place  and  person  involved  in  the  supposed  contradiction.  It 
is  not  enough  to  ask  him  the  general  question,  whether  he 
has  ever  said  so  and  so,  because  it  may  frequently  happen 
that,  upon  the  general  question,  he  may  not  remember  having 
so  said ;  whereas,  when  his  attention  is  challenged  to  particu- 
lar circumstances  and  occasions,  he  may  recollect  and  explain 
what  he  has  formerly  said.  I  will  allow  the  plaintiff's  wit- 
ness to  be  recalled  and  asked  the  particular  question."  An- 
giis  V.  Smith,  1  Mood.  &  Malk.  473-4:. 

140.  In  examining  the  validity  of  a  patent  for  a  nail-cutter, 
a  witness  for  the  defendant  having  given  his  opinion  on  the 
models  before  him  and  in  question  under  the  patent,  the  plain- 
tiff's counsel  produced  the  model  of  another  machine  used 
by  a  stranger  to  the  parties  long  before  the  machine  in  ques- 
tion, and  proposed  to  inquire  of  the  witness  as  to  the  princi- 
ples and  mode  of  operation  of  the  stranger's  machine,  and 
how  far  it  coincided  with  that  in  question,  with  a  view  to 
show  by  the  witness'  answers,  and  other  testimony,  the  in- 
correctness of  the  witness,  and  his  ignorance  of  mechanics. 
On  objection,  Stoey,  J.,  overruled  the  evidence.  It  was,  at 
best,  an  inquiry  into  the  witness'  accuracy  in  a  collateral 
matter.  He  cannot  be  asked  as  to  a  mere  collateral  fact, 
having  no  relevancy  to  the  issue,  in  order  to  draw  from  him 
an  answer  which  might,  by  other  evidence,  be  shown  incor- 
rect, and  thereby  discredit  him.  Odiarne  v.  Winhley,  2  Gallis. 
51  to  53. 

14:1.  You  cannot,  under  pretence  of  a  cross-examination,  be 
permitted  to  give  in  evidence  an  agreement  or  other  matter 
varying  a  written  instrument  proved  on  the  other  side,  even 
though  the  matter  were  a  part  of  a  conversation  to  which  the 
other  side  has  interrogated  the  witness.  Beiohart  v.  Beidle- 
man,  17  Serg.  &  Eawle,  41,  44.  In  this  case  the  defendant's 
witness  said  the  plaintiff  admitted,  in  a  conversation  with 
the  defendant,  a  credit  upon  a  note  not  bearing  interest. 
The  plaintiff,  on  cross-examination,  proposed  to  show  that  the 
defendant,  in  the  same  conversation,  admitted  that  the  note 
was  to  carry  interest.    Held,  inadmissible.    Id. 

142.  A  witness  is  not  bound  to  answer  a  question,  which 
may  tend  to  show  an  officious  and  improper  interference  and 
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attempt  to  influence  a  juror  on  the  panel  of  the  cause,  by 
conversation.     Grcmnis  v.  Branden,  5  Day,  260. 

143.  Though  a  witness  depose  to  a  fact  now,  on  cross-exam- 
ination, to  an  inquiry  not  pertinent,  upon  which  he  had 
before  sworn  directly  otherwise  in  another  cause  where  the 
same  inquiry  was  pertinent,  yet  such  former  deposition 
cannot  now  be  used  to  contradict  him.  Zamalere  v.  Gaze,  1 
Wash.  C.  0.  413. 

144.  A  party  who  calls  a  witness  to  prove  a  particular 
fact,  and  fails  in  establishing  it  by  him,  or  if  he  disproves 
it,  may  nevertheless  prove  the  fact  by  another  witness ;  or 
may  show  that  the  account  given  by  the  first  is  incorrect. 
A  party  may  always  correct  his  own  witness,  though  by 
directly  contradicting  him.  LawrenceY.  Barker,  5  Wend.  305. 

146.  After  the  interest  of  the  witness  is  released,  his  credit 
is  still  open  to  inquiry  upon  the  very  point  touched  by  the 
release,  and  he  is  to  be  judged  by  the  jury.  Kinloeh  v. 
Palmer,  1  Eep.  Con.  Ct.  224. 

146.  A  question  to  a  witness  is  leading,  which  puts  into 
his  mouth  the  words  to  be  echoed  back,  or  plainly  suggests 
the  answer  which  the  party  wishes  to  get  from  him.  People 
V.  Mather,  4  Wend.  229  ;  1  Stark.  Ev.  123. 

147.  In  assumpsit,  the  plaintiff,  by  one  witness,  proved 
the  defendant's  promise  generally,  and  declared  his  case 
closed ;  the  defendant,  on  cross-examination  of  the  witness, 
showed  that  the  promise  was  made  on  Sunday.  The  plaintiff, 
in  reply,  asked  the  witness  if  he  had  not  heard  the  defendant 
promise  on  any  day  other  than  the  Sunday  ;  which,  though 
objected  to,  was  allowed,  and  held  well  on  error.  Ourren 
V.  Connery,  5  Binn.  488. 

148.  A  man's  general  character  is  co-extensive  with  his 
acquaintance  ;  and  though  a  witness  say  he  is  not  acquainted 
with  the  other's  character  in  his  immediate  neighborhood, 
yet  taking  it  upon  him  to  say  that  he  knows  his  general 
character,  he  may  still  be  asked  whether  he  would  believe 
him  on  his  oath.     Chess  v.  Chess,  1  Penn.  32. 

149.  In  a  case  of  conflicting  patents,  the  plaintiff  offered, 
as  he  said,  in  order  to  discredit  a  witness  for  the  defendant, 
to  show  that  the  witness'  father  had  taken  a  license  from  the 
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plaintiff  to  work  his  machine.  But  the  evidence  was  over- 
ruled as  irrelevant,  not  having  the  remotest  influence.  Evam 
V.  Eaton,  1  Pet.  C.  O.  322,  338. 

150.  The  question,  what  is  the  general  character  of  the 
witness  sought  to  be  impeached,  for  truth,  being  put,  it  was 
objected  that  the  witness  could  not  speak  of  general  charac- 
ter, because  he  knew  nothing  of  his  own  knowledge.  The 
court  held  that  he  could  speak  of  nothing  but  general 
character,  i.  e.,  report  in  the  neighborhood,  and  should  not 
rely  on  his  own  knowledge.  Wike  v.  Lightner,  11  Serg.  & 
Eawle,  198. 

•  151.  The  true  mode  is  first  to  ask,  "  "What  is  the  witness' 
general  character?"  If  the  answer  be  "bad,"  then  the 
question  may  follow,  "  From  his  general  character  would 
you  believe  him  on  oath  in  a  court  of  justice  ?"  If  the  wit- 
ness assailed  is  of  general  bad  moral  character,  his  general 
character,  in  legal  contemplation,  is  a  bad  one  in  all  respects. 
For  a  general  bad  moral  character  can  only  exist  where  a 
man's  vices  so  far  preponderate  over  his  virtues  as  to  force 
the  conclusion,  in  the  mind  of  a  majority  of  his  acquaint- 
ances, that  he  is  a  bad  man.    Anon.  1  Hill,  261,  258-9. 

.152.  If  it  be  apparent  that  the  witness  is  in  the  interest  of 
the  party  adverse  to  the  party  calling  him,  or  unwilling  to 
give  evidence,  the  court  will  be  justified  in  going  so  far  as 
to  permit  the  direct  examination  to  take  the  character  of  a 
cross-examination.     The  People  v.  Mather,  4  "Wend.  247. 

153.  A  witness'  testimony  is  not  inadmissible  because  he 
says  tliat  it  is  merely  his  impression  that  he  did  the  act,  &c. 
An  impression  is  an  image  in  the  mind ;  it  is  belief.  Pt^fs 
V.  Tayloe,  9  Wheat.  486. 

154.  A  party  who,  even  some  time  after  the  examination 
of  the  adverse  witness  has  been  closed,  calls  him  to  prove  a 
distinct  fact  in  his  own  favor,  does  not  thereby  make  the 
witness  his  own,  so  as  to  prevent  his  right  to  descredit  him. 
Sawrey  v.  Murrell,  2  Hayw.  297. 

155.  The  credit  of  a  witness  may  be  impeached — 1.  By 
general  evidence  derived  from  the  opinion  of  witnesses  that 
he  is  not  worthy  to  be  believed  on  oath.  State  v.  BosweU, 
2  Dev.  209,  210.     2.  You  may  prove  him  of  bad  moral 
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character.  The  question  need  not  be  restricted  to  an  inquiry 
as  to  truth  and  veracity.  State  y.  JStallings,  2  Hayw.  300; 
State  V.  Boswell,  2  Dev.  209,  210.  The  form  of  both  ques- 
tions is  supported  by  Toomee,  J.,  in  the  latter  cause,  in  a 
learned  opinion,  wherein  he  combines  principle  and  author- 
ity. In  this  cause,  Noewood,  J.,  ordered  the  question  thus : 
1.  "What  is  the  general  character  of  the  witness  for  truth, 
when  upon  oath  ?  2.  What  is  his  general  character  for  truth 
in  common  conversation?  3.  What  is  his  general  moral 
character?  Held  well.  State  v.  Boswell,  2  Dev.  209.  The 
discrediting  witness,  on  declaring  an  acquaintance  with  the 
general  character,  and  the  court  being  satisfied  that  he  has 
derived  his  information  from  proper  sources,  may  then,  but 
not  before,  be  asked  his  opinion  as  to  the  credit  of  the  other 
witness  under  oath.  State  v.  Boswell,  2  Dev.  211 ;  Barton 
V.  Morphes,  2  Dev.  620. 

156.  On  trial  of  a  larceny,  one  Hardy,  a  witness  for  the 
prisoner,  was  asked  by  the  counsel  for  the  people,  whether 
he  had  not  been  convicted  of  petit  larceny ;  and  whether  he 
was  not  then  in  confinement  under  that  conviction.  The 
answer  being  objected  to,  it  was  held  inadmissible,  mainly 
on  the  ground  that  the  record  was  the  best  proof,  though 
Spencee,"  J.,  said,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  "  it  is 
against  a  fundamental  principle  that  a  party  shall  accuse 
himself,  and  propagate,  to  the  remotest  period,  his  own  in- 
famy."    The  People  v.  Herrick^  13  Johns.  82. 

157.  On  trial  of  an  indictment  for  stealing,  the  principal 
witness  for  the  prosecution  having,  on  cross-examination, 
admitted  that  his  house  had  been  searched  on  suspicion  that 
he  had  been  engaged  in  coining,  &c.,  but  denied  that  any 
thing  was  found,  and  that  he  had  been  so  engaged,  Law- 
EEKCE,  J.,  said  his  answer  must  be  taken;  and  that  other 
witnesses  could  not  be  called  to  contradict  him.  And  he 
would  not,  in  any  case,  allow  such  evidence,  in  answer  to  a 
discrediting  inquiry  into  the  particular  conduct  of  the  wit- 
ness. Bex  V.  Rudge,  2  Peake  N.  P.  Gas.  232-3.  Whether 
the  witness  had  been  imprisoned  on  a  conviction  of  forging 
coal  meters'  certificates,  was  disallowed  as  a  question  that 
he  need  not  answer.     2  Peake  N.  P.  Gas.  222. 
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158.  Ton  may  discredit  the  witness  of  the  opposite  party, 
though  you  called  him  to  prove  a  distinct  fact  on  your  side. 
Sawrey  v.  Murrell,  2  Hayw.  397. 

159.  A  witness  produced  to  impeach  a  will  for  mental 
imbecility  of  the  testator,  may  he  cross-examined  whether 
he  did  not  accept  a  devise  under  it.  Irish  v.  Smith,  8  Serg. 
&  Eawle,  573. 

160.  The  former  declarations  of  a  witness  may  be  given  in 
evidence,  to  show  that  he  does  not  now  tell  the  whole  truth. 
Stahle  V.  Spohn,  8  Serg.  &  Rdwle,  317. 

161.  Where  it  turns  out  that  a  witness'  testimony  is  cor- 
ruptly false  in  any  particular,  it  should  be  entirely  disre- 
garded by  the  jury.     TJie  State  v.  Jim,  1  Dev.  608. 

162.  In  an  action  for  seduction,  the  daughter  appeared  on 
her  cross-examination  to  have  been  intimate  with  Miss  A. ; 
and  the  defendant's  counsel  proposing  to  ask  whether  Miss 
A.  had  not  had  a  child,  the  question  was  disallowed  as  an 
unwarrantable  attack  on  a  stranger.  Bate  v.  Hill,  1  Carr. 
&  Payne,  100. 
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The  evidence  offered  in  a  cause  must  correspond  with  the 
allegations,  and  be  confined  to  the  point  at  issue.  Best's 
Ev.  §§  229,  249. 

The  evidence  need  not  bear  directly  upon  the  issue  ;  it  is 
admissible  if  it  tends  to  prove  the  issue,  or  constitutes  a  link 
in  the  chain  of  proof.    Jones  v.  Yan  Zandt,  2  McLean,  596. 

Nor  need  the  relevancy  appear  at  the  time  of  offering ; 
if  not  subsequently  connected  with  the  issue,  it  will  be  laid 
out  of  the  case.     Van  Buren  v.  Wells,  19  Wend.  203. 

All  collateral  facts  are  excluded,  as  the  opposite  party  is 
not  prepared  to  rebut  them.     1  Greenleaf  Ev.  70. 

Counsel  may,  on  cross-examination,  inquire  as  to  a  fact 
apparently  irrelevant,  if  he  will  undertake  afterwards  to 
show  its  relevancy  by  other  evidence.  Haigh  v.  Belcher, 
Y  Carr.  &  Payne,  339. 

Evidence,  having  no  relation  to  the  allegations  in  the 
pleadings,  will  not  be  received.    May  v.  Hansom,  5  An.  424. 

Where  a  conveyance  is  attacked  as  fraudulent,  the  whole 
conduct  of  the  parties,  before  and  after,  as  well  as  the  time 
of  making  the  contract,  may  be  inquired  into.  Reels  v. 
Knight,  8  K  S.  268. 

In  an  action  for  separation  from  bed  and  board,  on  the 
ground  of  adultery,  the  plaintiff  cannot  ask  the  witness  what 
was  the  wife's  character  for  chastity  ;  special  facts  are  the 
proper  testimony.     Tendeau  v.  Tendeau,  1  N.  S.  128. 

In  an  action  by  a  factor  against  his  principal  for  compen- 
sation, evidence  is  admissible  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to 
establish  a  custom  among  merchants,  alleged  in  the  petition. 
Thompson  v.  Packwood,  2  An.  624. 

A  receipt  in  full  of  all  demands  against  one  is  no  evidence 
of  the  payment  of  a  joint  demand  against  him  and  another. 
Walker  v.  L&ighton,  11  Mass.  140. 
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Relevancy  of  Evidence. 

1.  Where  a  case  is  submitted  to  the  judge,  who  decides 
the  facts  without  the  iutervention  of  a  jury,  no  exception  lies 
to  the  admission  of  incompetent  evidence.  Weems  v.  George, 
13  How.  U.  S.  190. 

2.  The  finding, of  a  jury  upon  a  preliminary  issue,  to  the 
effect  that  the  prisoner  was  then  sane,  cannot  be  taken  into 
consideration  upon  the  question  of  insanity  set  up  as  a  de- 
fence upon  the  trial  of  the  indictment.  Freeman  v.  People, 
i  Denio,  9. 

3.  When  a  party  objects  to  the  testimony  of  a  witness,  part 
of  which,  is  admissible  and  part  inadmissible,  he  is  bound  to 
point  out  that  part  to  which  the  objection  lies,  or  the  objec- 
tion will  be  overruled  as  covering  too  much.  Oarr  v.  Gale, 
Davies,  328. 

4.  In  trover  for  a  note,  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  to  prove 
title  in  him,  testified  that  he  received  the  note  from  the  plain- 
tiff;  and  it  was  held,  that  he  might  also  state  what  the  plain- 
tiff said  at  the  time,  showing  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
delivered  to  the  witness,  and  that  it  was  received  by  him  as  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff.    Donnell  v.  Thompson,  13  Ala.  440. 

5.  Testimony,  offered  avowedly  to  impeach  the  credit  of  a 
witness,  by  showing  contradictory  statements,  cannot,  in  the 
argument  before  the  jury,  be  used  for  a  wholly  different  pur- 
pose.    WilUams  v.  Chapman,  7  G-eo.  467. 

6.  In  an  action  respecting  slaves  purchased  by  a  ward  of 
his  former  guardian,  in  which  the  sale  is  alleged  to  have  been 
fraudulent,  the  ward  may  show,  for  the  purpose  of  explaining 
the  transaction,  that  he  was  advised  to  make  the  purchase 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  an  indebte.dness  to  himself.  Good- 
game  V.  Clifton,  13  Ala.  583. 

7.  Where  evidence  is  rightly  rejected,  though  for  an  insuffi-* 
cient  reason,  no  exception  lies.  jBean  v.  Huhha/rd,  4  Oush.  85.- 

8.  A  party  who  objects  to  evidence,  or  the  competency  of 
a  witness,  should  state  specifically  the  grounds  of  his  objec- 
tion. It  is  not  sufficient  to  object  generally  that  the  evidence 
is  illegal,  or  the  witaess  incompetent.  Ehoood  v.  Deif&nr 
dwf,  5  Barb.  Sup.  a.  398. 
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9.  On  a  trial  of  an  action  on  the  case  for  injury  caused  by 
an  alleged  nuisance,  a  witness  cannot  be  allowed  to  give  his 
opinion  as  to  the  amount  of  the  damages.  Fish  v.  Dodge,  i 
Denio,  311. 

10.  A  special  agreement  made  between  a  father  and  his  mi- 
nor daughter  for  services,  where  the  daughter  continued  such 
services  after  her  majority,  whether  void  or  not,  is  admissible 
npon  the  question  of  damages  in  a  suit  by  the  daughter 
against  the  executors  of  her  father's  estate  to  recover  the 
value  of  such  services.    Fort  v.   Gooding,   9  Barb.  Sup. 

ct.  sn. 

11.  The  admission  of  irrelevant  testimony  is  not  sufficient 
cause  for  the  reversal  of  the  judgment,  unless  it  appears  that 
such  testimony  was  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury.  Cotton 
V.  Campbell,  3  Texas,  493. 

12.  "Where  the  quantity  of  lumber  is  in  question,  though 
the  witness  at  first  testifies  from  his  recollection  of  the  scale- 
bill,  yet,  if  he  has  knowledge  of  the  quantity,  irrespective 
of  the  scale-bill,  he  may  testify  to  the  quantity  without  the 
production  of  such  bill.  Mudge  v.  Pierce,  32  Maine,  (2 
Eed.)  165. 

13.  A  party  cannot  agree  upon  a  case  stated  which  admits 
a  certain  fact,  and  then  insists  that  the  proof  of  the  fact  is 
not  competent,  as  that  it  was  not  in  writing.  Swata/ra  Rail- 
Road  Co.  V.  Bnme,  6  GiU,  41. 

14.  When  a  fact  is  admitted,  of  which  written  evidence 
alone  was  competent,  and  the  admission  is  silent  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  proof,  the  court  will  not  infer  that  it  was  verbal, 
nor  that  it  was  not  within  some  one  of  the  exceptions  to  the 
general  rule.    Ih. 

15.  Testimony,  in  order  to  overcome  a  settlement  made  by 
the  parties  themselves,  and  to  establish  a  mistake  therein, 
ought  to  be  clear  and  satisfactory,  and  not  encumbered  with 
reasonable  doubts.  Emmons  v.  Stahlnecker,  11  Penn.  State 
E.  (1  Jones,)  366. 

16.  Where  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  was  defended 
on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  false  swear- 
ing in  his  affidavit  forming  a  part  of  the  preliminary  proofs, 
it  was  held,  that  such  affidavit,  though  given  in  evidence  by 
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the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  contradict 
it,  was  not  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  of  a  fact  stated  in  it. 
Howard  v.  City  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  4  Denio,  602. 

17.  Where  the  evidence  is  so  loose,  iincertain  and  inde- 
terminate, that  no  verdict  could  be  rendered  upon  it  by  a 
jury,  the  court,  upon  a  demurrer  to  such  evidence,  should 
not  give  judgment,  but  set  aside  the  demurrer,  and  award  a 
venire  de  novo.    JSiggs  v.  Shehee,  4  Florida,  382. 

18.  Whatever  may  be  presumed,  after  verdict,  a  party 
may  be  allowed  to  prove,  iu  order  to  obtain  a  verdict.  Gale 
V.  Hays,  3  Strobh.  452. 

19.  Where  evidence,  which  is  competent  and  material  at 
the  time  it  is  received,  becomes  subsequently  incompetent 
and  immaterial,  and  no  request  is  made  to  the  court  to  in- 
struct the  jury  to  disregard  it,  it  affords  no  ground  for  rever- 
sal.   Aithin  V.  Young,  12  Penn.  State  E.  (2  Jones,)  15. 

20.  In  an  action  against  two  defendants,  for  a  tort,  evidence 
ought  not  to  be  rejected  because  it  implicates  one  defendant 
only.  If  evidence  bears  against  either  of  the  defendants,  it 
is  admissible.  Its  legal  effect  is  a  different  question,  and 
ought  to  be  presented  in  a  different  form.  Fox  v.  Jackson, 
8  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  355. 

21.  It  is  no  ground  for  reversing  a  judgment,  in  a  suit 
where  a  set-off  was  allowed  of  coupons  payable  by  a  bank 
out  of  funds  raised  by  the  state  for  canal  purposes,  and  de- 
posited in  such  bank,  that  the  act  of  congress  in  aid  of  such 
canal,  and  the  act  of  the  state  legislature  respecting  the  same, 
were  admitted  in  evidence.  Banh  of  the  United  States  v. 
Macalester,  9  Barr,  475. 

22.  Evidence  which  is  pertinent  and  relevant  is  admissible, 
though  not  strictly  rebutting;  especially  in  a  complicated 
case,  and  where  the  adverse  party  is  not  taken  by  surprise. 
Sample  v.  Edbl,  16  Penn.  State  E.  (4  Harris,)  305. 

23.  Where  a  party  objected  to  the  admissibility  of  a  mass 
of  evidence,  without  specifying  to  what  part  his  objection 
applied,  and  some  part  of  the  evidence  so  objected  to  was 
legally  admissible,  it  was  held,  that  the  court  did  right  in 
overruling  the  objection     Budd  v.  Brooke,  3  Gill,  198. 

2^4.  It  is  error  to  exclude  competent  testimony  from  the 


RELBVANOT   OF  EVIDENCE.  99 

jury,  for  wliicli  the  party  may  except,  even  though  the  evi- 
dence excluded  would  not  be  sufficient  of  itself  to  entitle  him 
to  a  verdict.    Phillips  v.  Doe^  13  S.  &  M.  31. 

25.  A  party  cannot  object  to  the  admission  of  immaterial 
testimony,  -where  no  injury  can  possibly  result  to  him  from 
its  introduction.     OaHer  v.  Bennett,  4  Florida,  283. 

26.  Where  testimony,  oral  or  -written,  is  offisred  and  ob- 
jected to,  the  grounds  of  the  objection  should  be  stated ;  and 
if  the  defect  is  not  pointed  out,  it  is  not  error  in  the  court  to 
admit  it.    Ih. 

27.  Where  the  rejection  of  evidence  could  be  no  possible 
harm  to  the  prisoner,  such  rejection  -was  held  to  be  no  ground 
of  exception.    State  v.  Bash,  12  Ired.  382.  ~-^ , 

28.  The  proper  practice  is  to  reject  illegal  testimony  -when  I 
offered,  and  not  to  admit  it  subject  to  be  afterwards  excluded  i 
when  the  court  charges  the  jury,  as  it  may  be  impossible  to  ; 
eradicate  an  improper  impression  made  upon  them.  An  ex-  ] 
ception  to  this  rule  obtains  where  a  party  proposes  to  make/ 
testimony  relevant,  by  evidence  to  be  subsequently  offered., 
McCurry  v.  Hooper,  12  Ala.  823.  r-:' 

29.  Where  testimony  is  suffered  to  go  to  the  jury  without 
objection,  and  no  effort  is  made  to  withdraw  it  from  their 
consideration,  it  is  too  late,  after  the  argument  has  closed,  to 
call  upon  the  court  to  charge  the  jury  that  it  was  illegally  ^ 
admitted.    Scurrison  v.  Young,  9  Geo.  359. 

30.  Where  a  -witness  was  objected  to  as  incompetent,  and 
the  party  objecting  failed  to  show  his  incompetency,  his 
testimony  was  held  to  be  admissible.  Samilton  v.  Svmr 
mers,  12  B.  IVTon.  11. 

31.  Where  evidence  is  not  competent  when  offered,  it 
should  be  excluded  until  made  competent,  after  which  it  is 
no  error  to  let  it  go  to  the  jury.    Ih. 

32.  Where  suit  had  been  brought  upon  a  note  not  nego- 
tiable, and  a  third  party  had  interpleaded,  claiming  to  be 
the  true  owner  of  the  note,  and  proved  by  a  witness  his 
purchase  of  a  note  similar  to  the  one  sued  on,  and  that  he 
had  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  collec- 
tion, but  the  witness  could  not  say  that  the  note  sued  on  was 
the  same  one,  it  was  held,  that  the,  justice's  receipt  might  be 
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given  in  evidence,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  its  identity. 
Hall  V.  Stancell,  3  Texas,  400. 

33.  Where  land  is  conveyed  to  one  in  trust,  to  release  to 
such  persons  as  shall  be  authorized  to  receive  a  release, 
on  reimbursement  of  the  sums  expended  by  the  trustee 
thereon,  the  fact  that  no  person  is  so  authorized  for  thirty 
years  afterwards,  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  trustee 
had  not  been  reimbursed.  Allender  v.  Vesl/ry  of  Trinity 
Church,  3  Gill,  166. 

34.  Evidence  that  a  corporation,  on  the  trial  of  a  former 
action,  treated  and  relied  on  a  particular  instrument  as  bear- 
ing the  corporate  seal,  is  admissible  in  an  action  brought  by 
one  not  a  party  to  the  former  action,  against  a  corporation 
in  which  this  and  other  corporations  have  been  since  merged 
by  act  of  the  legislature  ;  and  such  evidence  will  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  read  the  instrument  to  the  jury,  but  does  not 
change  the  burden  of  proof  Philadelphia,  Wilrrvmgton  and 
Baltimore  Rail-Road  Co.  v.  Howard,  13  How.  TJ.  S.  307. 

35.  The  competency  of  evidence  cannot  be  always  deter- 
mined until  all  the  evidence  is  in ;  and  the  admission  of  in- 
competent evidence  may  be  corrected  by  proper  instructions 
to  the  jury.    Fitzgerald  v.  Btate,  14  Mis.  413. 

36.  "Where  lumber  was  sold  as  the  property  of  A.,  and  the 
plaintiff  claimed  it,  and  A.  was  introduced  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  the  question  whether  A.  acted  as  owner  or  agent 
of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held,  that  the  defendant  might  intro- 
duce evidence  of  the  acts  and  conduct  of  A.,  to  show  that  he 
was  owner  and  not  agent ;  and,  to  discredit  A.,  he  might  ask 
him  if  he  had  not  made  given  statements  to  certain  persons, 
and  if  he  denied  such  statements,  might  prove  them.  Jones 
v.  Jermings,  10  Humph.  428. 

3T.  A.  sold  B.  two  slaves,  and  received  in  payment  a  sum 
of  money  in  cash,  and  the  bond  of  B.  for  $400 ;  and  he 
promised  B.  that  this  bond  should  not  be  applied  in  any 
other  way  than  to  the  extinguishment  of  a  mortgage  which 
one  C.  held  on  the  slaves.  Held,  that  in  a  suit  on  the  bond, 
this  testimony  was  admissible ;  that  it  did  not  contradict  the 
bond,  the  written  evidence  of  the  contract,  and  that  it  was 
not  irrelevant,  as  the  question  between  the  plaintiff  and 
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defendant  was  whether  the  latter  assented  to  the  delivery  of  the 
bond  by  A.  to  the  plaintiff.  Hicntington  y.  Adams,  12  Ala.  834. 

38.  Proof  of  the  admission  by  a  party  of  the  execution  of 
negotiable  paper,  or  proof  of  his  handwriting,  without  pro- 
ducing or  accounting  for  the  subscribing  witness,  has,  in 
New-York,  been  held  sufficient ;  but  whether  this  rule  ex- 
tends to  all  unsealed  instruments,  quere.  Savage  v.  Z)'  Wolfe, 
1  Blatch.  Ct.  Ct.  343. 

39.  On  a  question  of  fraud  in  a  conveyance  of  personal 
property,  evidence  that  the  vendee  afterwards  conveyed  a 
portion  of  it,  with  other  property,  to  a  creditor  of  the  vendor, 
as  security  for  the  debt,  the  vendee  being  also  liable  therefor 
as  surety,  is  inadmissible  to  rebut  the  evidence  of  fraud. 
KimhaU  v.  Thompson,  4  Cush.  441. 

40.  "Where,  in  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  the  de- 
fence is,  that  the  property  constituting  the  consideration  for 
which  the  note  was  given,  was  taken  from  the  defendant  by 
virtue  of  an  execution  against  the  vendor,  in  pursuance  of  a 
levy,  made  prior  to  the  sale  to  the  defendant ;  any  evidence 
is  admissible  to  sustain  such  defence,  which  would  be  com- 
petent for  the  purchaser,  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  to  give  in  an 
action  against  him  by  the  defendant,  for  the  property.  Dres- 
ser V.  Ainsworth,  9  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  619. 

41.  "Where  a  party  has  introduced  irrelevant  testimony, 
the  other  party  may  rebut  it,  and  it  is  no  objection  that  the 
fact,  which  the  evidence  is  offered  to  rebut,  is  irrelevant. 
Eavis  V.  Taylor,  13  Ala.  324. 

42.  Irrelevant  matter  may  be  properly  excluded  from  the 
jury.    State  v.  Roper,  3  Eng.  491. 

43.  The  assignment  of  a  lease,  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
to  the  assignee  the  payment  of  a  debt  owing  by  the  assignors, 
which  assignment  transfers  to  the  assignee  certain  property 
in  a  shop  on  the  premises,  is  no  evidence  of  the  actual  pos- 
session of  the  property  by  the  assignee.  Otis  v.  Sill,  8  Barb. 
Sup.  Ct.  102. 

44.  In  ^  action  for  rent,  reserved  in  a  lease  for  years  of  a 
mill,  which  stipulated  for  a  suspension  or  abatement  of  the 
rent,  while  any  part  of  the  premises  should  be  rendered  unfit 
for  use  by  unavoidable  casualty ;  the  defence  being  that  the 
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mill-wheel  had  been  so  damaged  as  to  be  unfit  for  use,  a 
question  to  a  millwright,  called  as  a  witness,  whether  putting 
in  a  new  wheel  was  considered  a  repair,  is  irrelevant  and 
inadmissible.    Bigelow  v.  Oollamore,  5  Cush.  226. 

45.  "When  an  ofiBcer,  on  being  sued  for  taking  property  by 
virtue  of  an  attachment,  alleges  and  seeks  to  prove  that  an 
alleged  transfer  of  the  property  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  de- 
fendant in  the  attachment  suit  was  fraudulent  as  against 
creditors,  he  will  be  permitted,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
the  jury  to  determine  as  to  the  motives  which  actuated  the 
parties  to  that  transaction,  to  prove  other  transactions  in 
which  the  parties  were  engaged  about  that  time.  Van  Kirk 
V.  Wilds,  11  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  620. 

46.  "Where  no  objection  is  made  to  the  introduction  of 
testimony,  where  offered  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  its  legality 
or  competency  cannot  be  questioned  on  error.  J'eel  v. 
Ringgold,  1  Eng.  646. 

47.  "Where,  upon  the  pleadings,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
judgment  without  producing  any  evidence,  no  question  as  to 
the  admissibility  of  evidence  introduced  by  him  can  arise. 
Watson  V.  Higgins,  2  Eng.  475. 

48.  A  witness,  who  was  present  at  the  making  of  a  verbal 
agreement,  cannot  be  allowed  to  state  what  he  understood  to 
be  tlie  effect  of  such  agreement.  Ives  v.  Hdmlin,  5  Cush. 
534. 

49.  If  a  party  fails  to  object  to  the  competency  of  evidence 
at  the  trial,  he  cannot  question  its  legality  afterwards.  Field 
V.  Simco,  2  Eng.  269. 

60.  It  is  the  business  of  the  witness  to  state  facts,  and  it  js 
the  province  of  the  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  to 
draw  such  inferences  and  conclusions  from  these  facts  as,  in 
their  judgment,  they  will  warrant.  Berry  v.  The  State,  10 
Geo.  511. 

51.  In  an  action  against  a  town  for  an  injury  sustained  by 
reason  of  a  defect  in  a  highway,  groans  or  exclamations 
uttered  by  the  plaintiff  at  any  time,  expressing  present  pain 
or  agony,  and  referring,  byword  or  gesture,  to  the  seat  of  the 
pain,  are  admissible  in  evidence  for  the  plaintiff.  Bacon  v. 
Charlton,  7  Cush.  581. 
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52.  Testimony  cannot  be  excluded  as  irrelevant  which 
would  have  a  tendency,  however  remote,  to  establish  the 
probability  or  improbability  of  the  fact  in  controversy.  Trull 
V.  True,  33  Maine,  (3  Eed.)  367.  — -^ 

53.  The  general  rule  is,  that  a  witness  must  speak  to  facts, 
and  cannot  give  his  opinion  as  derived  from  those  facts.  The 
only  exceptions  are  as  to  questions  of  science  and  sanity. 
Bailey  v.  Pool,  13  Ired.  404. 

54.  The  court  is  not  bound  to  separate  legal  from  illegal 
evidence,  when  both  are  offered  together,  but  the  whole  may 
be  rejected.     West  v.  Kelly,  19  Ala.  353. 

55.  "Where  a  witness  professes  to  have  any  recollection  at 
all,  his  impressions  are  some  evidence,  the  weight  of  which 
depends  on  the  circumstances,  and  is  matter  for  the  jury. 
McRae  v.  Morrison,  13  Ired.  46. 

66.  Whenever  a  paper,  proposed  to  be  given  in  evidence, 
differs  from  the  statement  of  its  contents  made  in  its  offer,  the 
paper  itself  must  enable  the  court  to  judge  whether  it  be  ad- 
missible.   Keedy  v.  Newcomer,  1  Md.  241. 

57.  Where  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  trial  of  an  action  for  a  per- 
sonal injury,  claimed  that  the  injury  alleged  resulted  from  the 
cars  not  stopping  at  the  station  in  question  a  reasonable  time 
for  the  passengers  to  leave,  which  was  controverted  by  the 
defendants,  and  the  plaintiffs  offered  evidence  to  show  the 
usual  and  customary  period  of  the  cars  stopping  at  that  place ; 
it  was  held,  that  such  evidence  was  admissible.  Fuller  v. 
Naugatuck  Rail-Road  Co.,  21  Conn.  657. 

68.  Where  evidence  offered  is  irrelevant  in  law,  and  cal- 
culated to  mislead  or  prejudice  the  minds  of  the  jury,  it  would 
be  error  in  the  court  to  receive  it.  And  it  is  a  suflBcient  an- 
swer to  an  exception  for  the  rejection  of  evidence,  that  it  was 
irrelevant.     The  State  v.  Arnold,  13  Ired.  184. 

69.  Evidence,  which,  isolated  and  unexplained,  would  be 
inadmissible  if  objected  to  when  offered,  may  be  rendered 
admissible  by  other  evidence  before  objection  made.  Smith 
v.  Morgan,  8  Gill,  133. 

60.  The  rule  in  regard  to  the  relevancy  of  testimony  is,  that 
facts  and  circumstances,  which,  when  proved,  are  incapable 
of  affording  any  reasonable  presumption  or  inference  in 
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reference  to  a  material  fact  or  inquiry  inyolved  in  the  issue, 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence.  The  Governor  v.  Oam^hell,  17 
Ala.  566. 

61.  Testimony,  inadmissible  in  itself,  becomes  competent 
by  the  admission  of  other  evidence,  to  which  it  may  be  a 
reply.    Milium  v.  The  State,  1  Md.  1. 

62.  A  cardinal  rule  in  regard  to  testimony  is,  that  it  must 
be  confined  to  the  point  in  issue,  and  correspond  to  the  alle- 
gations.   Dorsey  v.  Whipps,  8  Gill,  457. 

63.  Upon  the  trial  of  right  of  property,  the  plaintiff  may 
show  when  the  debt,  upon  which  his  judgment  is  founded, 
originated.  Where  the  debt  was  created  by  a  discount  in 
bank,  the  bank  may  show  the  discount  of  the  original  note, 
and  the  various  renewals  down  to  the  last  note.  Taylor  v. 
Brcmch  Ba/rik  at  Huntsville,  14  Ala.  633. 

64.  "Where  the  issue  between  creditors  is  whether  the 
judgment  of  one  is  satisfied,  the  testimony  of  the  defendant 
in  the  judgment  is  not  higher  evidence  of  satisfaction  than 
that  of  other  witnesses.  Thomasson  v.  Kennedy,  3  Rich. 
Eq.  440. 

65.  A  subscribing  witness  to  a  note  being  insane  at  the 
time  of  trial,  her  handwriting  was  proved.  Afterwards  testi- 
mony was  given  that,  in  a  lucid  interval,  she  said  she  had 
not  signed  her  name  to  the  note.  Held,  that  the  testimony 
was  properly  received.  Neely  v.  Neely,  17  Penn.  State  E. 
(5  Harris,)  227. 

66.  It  is  admissible  to  prove  that  the  burning  of  a  ware- 
house was  generally  known  in  the  town  where  it  was  situated, 
to  bring  home  a  knowledge  of  the  fact  to  one  who  had  cotton 
destroyed  by  the  fire,  who  lived  within  twenty  or  twenty-five 
miles  of  the  place,  and  traded  in  it,  and,  two  months  after 
the  fire,  executed  his  note  for  an  advance  on  the  cotton. 
Jones  V.  Hatohett,  14  Ala.  743. 

67.  It  is  error  to  permit  testimony,  not  relevant  to  the  issue, 
to  go  to  the  jury.    MasVm  v.  Thomas,  8  Gill,  18. 

68.  When  a  witness  speaks  in  her  deposition  of  a  conversa- 
tion in  which  the  donor  had  expressed  an  intention  to  give  a 
slave  to  the  donee,  and  also  says  that  the  slave  was  given  to 
the  donee  by  the  donor  at  a  certain  time,  and  delivered  to 
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her  (the  witness)  for  him,  it  is  erroneous  to  charge  the  jury 
that  the  latter  statement  cannot  be  regarded  by  them  as 
showing  a  gift,  but  as  at  most  only  showing  an  intention  to 
give,  and  as  the  conclusion  of  the  witness.  The  whole  testi- 
mony should  be  left  to  a  jury,  to  determine  whether  a  gift  was 
not  made,  in  fact,  as  consummated  by  the  delivery.  Nelson 
V.  Iverson,  19  Ala.  95. 

69.  The  jury  are  not  bound  to  believe  according  to  the 
number  of  witnesses,  but  may  take  into  view  the  circum- 
stances in  which  the  witnesses  were  placed,  their  means  of 
knowledge,  &c.,  &c.,  and  may  believe  one  against  two  or 
more.  But  if  two  witnesses  testify  one  way  as  to  a  material 
point,  and  one  to  the  contrary,  and  all  are  of  equal  credi- 
bility, they  are  to  believe  the  two  rather  than  the  one.  Dow- 
dell  V.  Mai,  10  Geo.  148. 

70.  Where  a  judgment  is  offered  as  proof  of  indebtedness, 
to  invalidate  a  gift  made  by  the  defendant  in  the  judgment, 
the  party  against  whom  it  is  offered  may  adduce  the  entire 
record,  to  show  to  what  effect  the  judgment  and  execution 
are  entitled.     Easly  v.  Dye,  14  Ala.  158. 

71.  The  estimated  cash  value  of  land,  in  the  neighborhood 
in  which  it  is  situated,  and  in  which  it  is  to  be  sold,  is  a  cir- 
cimistance  proper  to  go  to  the  jury,  to  determine  whether  the 
levy  was  sufficient  or  not.  The  sum  for  which  the  land 
actually  sold  is  not  the  only  criterion  of  its  value.  Patter- 
son V.  Powell,  15  Ala.  205. 

72.  Admissions  which  have  been  acted  on  by  the  others 
are  conclusive  against  the  party  making  them,  in  all  cases 
between  him  and  the  person  whose  conduct  he  has  influenced. 
It  is  immaterial  whether  the  admission  be  true  or  false, 
whether  expressly  made  or  only  to  be  inferred  from  the  con- 
duct of  the  party,  it  being  the  fact  that  another  person  has 
been  misled  by  it,  that  renders  it  conclusive.  MeCravy  v. 
Semson,  19  Ala.  430. 

73.  "Where  the  declaration  does  not  disclose  that  joint 
plaintiffs  are  man  and  wife,  although  the  bill  of  exceptions 
is  so  entitled,  such  caption  cannot  be  regarded  as  proof  of 
the  fact  so  recited.    Strickland  v.  Burns,  14  Ala.  511. 

74.  Where  the  defendant  had  offered  evidence  to  show 
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tLat  a  slave  was  unsound  before  he  was  sold,  the  plaintiff  may 
rebut  this  by  evidence  that  he  was  sound  at  a  particular  time 
before  the  sale.     OUments  v.  Smith,  9  Gill,  156. 

75.  Evidence  pertinent  to  the  issue  cannot  be  rejected  by 
the  court ;  it  must  be  left  to  the  jury  to  determine  its  bearing. 
Svms  V.  Olazener,  14  Ala.  695. 

76.  The  amount  paid  by  the  plaintiff  for  an  outstanding 
title  or  encumbrance  is  no  evidence  of  its  value,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  all  other  evidence.    Anderson  v.  Knox,  20  Ala.  156. 

77.  "Where  a  plaintiff  offers  in  evidence  conversations 
between  the  defendant  and  a  third  person,  which  conversa- 
tions are  wholly  immaterial  and  irrelevant,  unless  shown  to 
have  been  communicated  to  the  plaintiff,  it  is  discretionary 
with  the  judge  at  the  trial  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  first 
prove  such  communication,  or  to  permit  the  evidence  of  such 
conversations  to  be  given  provisionally.  Such  discretion 
relates  merely  to  the  order  of  proof.  Dovming  v.  De  Kl/yn, 
1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  563. 

78.  It  seems,  that  where  a  plaintiff  declares  generally  and 
loosely  for  "  a  balance  due  him  upon  a  contract,"  and  goes 
to  trial  upon  a  mere  denial  by  the  defendant  that  any  balance 
is  "due  upon,  the  contract,"  the  defendant  may  give  in 
evidence  any  facts  showing  that  there  is  no  balance  due, 
whether  they  consist  in  the  non-performance  by  the  plaintiff, 
or  any  other  facts  extinguishing  the  claim.  Brawn  v.  CoTaj6, 
1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  265. 

79.  "Where  fraud  was  alleged  between  the  heirs  and  their 
surviving  parent,  to  the  injury  of  a  party  to  the  cause,  the 
heirs  may  show  a  settlement  made  by  such  surviving  parent 
with  tlieir  co-heirs  ten  years  before,  when  no  fraud  could 
have  been  contemplated,  in  order  to  show  the  fairness  of 
their  own  claim.     Trejpagnier  v.  Durnford,  5  M.  455. 

80.  If  the  petition  charge  that  there  is  error  in  a  certain 
document,  in  relation  to  the  date,  the  party  must  be  allowed 
to  introduce  the  document,  leaving  the  fact  of  error  to  be 
proved  by  further  testimony.    Hipkins  v.  Salkeld,  7  M.  565. 

81.  In  a  civil  action  of  assault  and  battery,  the  record  of  in- 
dictment for  the  same  offence  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded 
guilty,  is  admissible  evidence.     Oorwin  v.  Walton,  18  Mis.  71. 
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82.  A  statement  made  by  a  party  to  an  action  is  inadmis- 
sible in  evidence,  though  oflFered  to  be  proved  by  the  answer 
of  a  witness,  introduced  by  the  opposite  party,  to  a  question 
propounded  on  his  cross-examination,  where  the  statement 
has  no  necessary  or  pertinent  connection  with  any  fact  sworn 
to  by  the  witness,  and  its  admission  was  excepted  to  in  time. 
Dickson  v.  Grissom,  4  An.  538. 

83.  Though  the  heirship  of  plaintiffs  be  not  put  at  issue  by 
the  answer,  yet  if  they  introduce  evidence  to  prove  their 
legitimacy,  defendants  may  rebut  the  evidence  and  disprove 
it.    Patton  V.  Philadeljphia,  1  An.  98. 

84.  Where  a  complaint  sets  forth  a  contract  as  the  cause 
of  action,  evidence  of  fraudulent  representation  or  in- 
tent cannot  be  received.  And  it  makes  no  difference  if 
fraud  is  alleged  in  the  reply.  Brown  v.  MoCuTie,  5  Sandf. 
224. 

85.  The  rule  which  requires  the  evidence  to  be  strictly 
confined  to  the  point  at  issue,  is  not  violated  by  evidence  of 
facts  which  happened  before  and  after  the  principal  transac- 
tion, yet  which  have  a  direct  relation  to  the  main  subject  in 
controversy.    Horton  v.  Reynolds^  8  Texas,  284.         _, — ^ 

86.  Where  the  plaintiffs  sue  jointly,  proof  of  a  liability 
from  the  defendant,  to  one  plaintiff  alone,  will  be  rejected, 
as  it  does  not  support  the  cause  of  action  disclosed  in  the 
declaration.    Stricklcmd  v.  Burns^  14  Ala.  511. 

87.  In  a  suit  against  two,  as  copartners  of  a  firm,  the  tes- 
timony of  the  person  who  contracted  the  debt  for  which  the 
suit  is  brought,  testifying  that  it  was  contracted  by  him  as  a 
third  copartner  of  the  same  firm,  is  not  admissible  to  charge 
the  defendants.    Shermcm  v.  Kelton,  2  E.  I.  532. 

88.  A  credit  endorsed  on  a  note  by  the  plaintiff,  which  is 
beneficial  to  him,  and  prejudicial  to  the  defendant,  is  not  of 
itself  admissible  evidence  for  the  former,  and  should  be  ex- 
cluded from  the  jury.    Sorrell  v.  Craig,  15  Ala.  789. 

89.  When  a  party  offers  in  evidence  his  own  answer  to  an 
interrogatory,  a  part  of  which  is  irrelevant  and  irresponsive, 
there  is  no  error  in  excluding  the  entire  answer.  Pritchett 
V.  Munroe,  22  Ala.  501. 

90.  The  opinion  of  a  witness  as  to  what  the  facts  prove,  is 
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not  admissible.    It  is  the  province  of  the  jnry  alone  to  draw 
conclusions.    Perry  v.  Orahcm,,  18  Ala.  822. 

91.  Evidence  being  adduced  that  a  man,  long  since  dead, 
was  poor,  the  fact  of  poverty  cannot  be  disproved  by  showing 
that  his  children,  many  years  after  his  death,  possessed  pro- 
perty. Strimpfler  v.  Bdberts,  18  Penn.  State  R.  (6  Harris,) 
^83. 

92.  An  execution  being  levied  on  a  slave  as  the  property 
of  A.,  was  claimed  by  B.,  who  proved  a  loan  of  the  slave  to 
A.,  it  was  held,  that  the  proof  by  B.  that  a  house  lot,  on 
which  A.  resided,  had  been  conveyed  to  him,  B.,  was  wholly 
irrelevant.    Beall  v.  Ledlow,  14  Ala.  523. 

93.  Where  part  of  the  evidence  embraced  in  an  exception 
is  admissible  and  part  not,  it  is  improper  to  reject  the  whole. 
Marshall  v.  Haney,  4  Md.  498. 

94.  When  testimony  is  admitted  for  a  particular  purpose, 
the  party  cannot  use  it  for  any  object  he  thinks  proper ;  and 
if  any  such  attempt  is  made,  the  court  will,  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  the  opposite  i)arty,  prevent  it,  where  the  use  at- 
tempted is  an  improper  one.    Emory  v.  Owings,  3  Md.  178. 

95.  Where  objection  is  made  to  all  the  proof  offered,  if 
any  portion  of  it  is  admissible,  the  court  are  not  bound  to 
sustain  the  objection,  even  if  the  residue  be  inadmissible.  Ih. 

96.  A  witness  may  be  asked,  and  may  state  "  his  opinion 
as  to  the  time  of  day"  when  an  event  occurred,  and  he  may 
state  his  opinion  as  to  the  length  of  time  which  elapsed  be- 
tween the  happening  of  two  events.  Gampbell  v.  The  State, 
23  Ala.  44. 

9V.  The  fact  that  A.  is  the  usee  in  the  suit  does  not  render 
a  deed,  executed  by  him  as  sheriff,  before  the  institution  of 
the  suit,  inadmissible  in  evidence  to  show  title  in  the  plain-' 
tiff.    Smith  V.  Houston,  16  Ala.  111.   , 

98.  In  estimating  the  damages  caused  by  the  construction 
of  a  rail-road,  evidence  that  'the  respondents  had  made  the 
petitioner  an  offer  for  his  damages,  is  inadmissible.  Ujaton 
V.  South  Beadmg  Branch  Bail-Eoad,  8  Gush.  600. 

99.  The  plaintiff,  with  a  view  to  rebut  the  evidence  given 
by  the  defendant  to  impeach  the  integrity  of  the  plaintiff, 
offered  to  give  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  always  been 
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reputed  and  considered  among  all  his  acquaintances  as  a 
man  of  integrity.  Held,  that  the  court  below  erred  in  ad- 
mitting this  testimony.    Borsey  v.  Whvpps,  8  Gill,  457. 

100.  Testimony  which  affords  very  unsafe  data  on  which 
to  predicate  the  conclusion  sought  to  he  arrived  at,  ought  to 
be  rejected.     Keedy  v.  Newcomer,  1  Md.  241. 

101.  Opinions  of  a  witness  are  not  in  general  admissible  ; 
he  must  state  facts.    Jcmes  v.  Hatchett,  14  Ala.  Y43. 

102.  Where  a  record  is  introduced  by  a  party  to  prove 
a  particular  fact,  the  opposite  party  is  not  entitled  to  avail 
himself  of  it  as  proof  of  other  facts,  for  which  he  could  not 
have  used  it  as  primary  evidence.  Herndon  v.  Givens,  16 
Ala.  261. 

103.  Where  evidence  is  prima  facie  irrelevant,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  party  offering  it  to  show  its  relevancy,  by  con- 
necting it  with  other  facts  which  are  proved,  or  by  offering 
it  in  connection  with  facts  expected  to  be  proved.  Bilberry 
V.  MoUey,  21  Ala.  277. 

104.  Evidence  that  a  statement  was  made  to  a  court  by 
counsel,  in  the  presence  of  the  complainant,  who  was  not  a 
party,  is  inadmissible.     Carr  v.  Hilton,  1  Curtis  Ct.  Ot.  390. 

105.  In  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  a  contract 
which  might  be  the  foundation  of  an  action,  may  be  offered 
as  evidence  of  fraud,  by  proving  which  the  plaintiffs  would 
be  entitled  to  recover  the  money.  Pierce  v.  Wood,  3  Foster, 
(N.  H.)  519. 

106.  K  any  portion  of  the  testimony  offered  be  admissible, 
it  is  no  error  to  admit  it.     Oaither  v.  Martin,  3  Md.  146. 

107.  A  map  which  is  not  shown  to  have  been  made  before 
the  conveyance  under  which  a  party  claims,  is  not  evidence 
for  said  party.    Burnett  v.  Thompson,  13  Ired.  379. 

108.  A  physician  cannot  be  permitted  to  express  an 
opinion,  that  other  physicians  would  probably  have  treated 
a  case,  the  symptoms  of  which  are  described  to  him,  in  a 
particular  way,  when,  at  the  same  time,  he  considers  that 
such  treatment  would  be  improper.  Mosely  v.  Wilhim,son, 
14  Ala.  812. 

109.  Medical  books  are  not  admissible  as  evidence,  but  med- 
ical men  may  give  their  opinions  as  witnesses,  which  opinions 
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may,  in  a  measure,  be  founded  on  the  contents  of  standard 
medical  books  as  a  part  of  their  general  knowledge.  Carter 
V.  The  State,  2  Carter,  (Ind.)  617. 

110.  Where  issue  is  taken  upon  facts  stated  in  a  petition 
for  supersedeas,  neither  the  affidavits  of  the  parties  nor  the 
depositions  of  incompetent  witnesses  are  admissible.  Bower 
V.  Saltmarsh,  19  Ala.  274 

111.  When  a  plaintiff  and  defendant  deduce  title  from  the 
same  person — the  one  by  parol  gift  the  other  under  a  sub- 
sequent will — testimony,  tending  to  establish  the  insanity  of 
the  testator  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will,  is  wholly 
irrelevant  and  properly  rejected.  Bryami  v.  Ingraham,  16 
Ala.  116. 

112.  It  is  an  elementary  principle  of  the  law  of  evidence, 
that  the  understanding  and  opinion  of  witnesses  are  not  to 
be  received  except  in  matters  of  science  and  a  few  special 
cases,  resting  upon  peculiar  circumstances.  Berry  v.  The 
State,  10  Geo.  611. 

113.  On  a  question  of  rail-road  damages,  it  is  not  admis- 
sible to  introduce  testimony  of  the  inconveniences  which 
other  farmers  in  the  vicinity  had  suffered  from  the  ordinary 
running,  of  rail-road  cars.  Cono&rd  Rail-Boad  v.  Oreeley,  3 
Foster,  (IST.  H.)  237. 

114.  A  witness,  while  testifying  by  a  memorandum  of  debts 
and  assets,  stated  that  one  item  had  been  altered  after  the 
memorandum  was  made,  on  the  information  of  another  per- 
son. Held,  that  the  evidence  was  admissible  as  to  the  items 
which  the  witness  knew  had  not  been  altered.  Blodgett  v. 
Webster,  i  Foster,  (N.  H.)  91. 

115.  In  an  action  for  damages  for  a  malicious  prosecution, 
instituted  against  plaintiff  on  a  charge  of  stealing  a  slave 
devised  to  plaintiff's  wife,  the  probate  proceedings  of  the 
succession,  tending  to  show  that  defendant  could  not  have 
believed  that  plaintiff  had  stolen  the  slave,  are  admissible, 
to  show  want  of  probable  cause  for  the  prosecution.  Behrnes 
V.  Coxe,  2  An.  472. 

116.  In  the  absence  of  testimony,  to  show  that  notes  offered 
in  evidence  were  relevant  to  the  case,  it  is  proper  not  to  ad- 
mit them.     Qreer  v.  Caldwell,  14  Geo.  207. 
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117.  A  witness  will  not  be  permitted  to  testify  what  course 
of  action  he  should  have  taken,  if  certain  specified  facts  had 
not  occurred.    Palmer  v.  Pinkham,  33  Maine,  (3  Ked.)  32. 

118.  Where  an  injunction  has  been  obtained  against  a 
judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  exceeded  his  jurisdiction,  and  defendant  moves 
for  its  dissolution,  not  on  the  face  of  the  petition,  but  on  the 
allegation  that  a  record  produced  by  him  would  show  that 
the  justice  had  jurisdiction,  the  record  being  the  basis  of  the 
motion  to  dissolve,  is  admissible  as  such.  Bauduc  v.  Convey, 
10  E.  407. 

119.  An  objection  to  the  whole  of  a  party's  evidence  as 
incompetent  and  irrelevant,  is  inadmissible,  unless  the  whole 
was  incompetent  or  irrelevant.  The  objection  must  point  to 
the  precise  error  intended  to  be  relied  on.  Houston  v.  Perry, 
5  Texas,  462. 

120.  A  motion  to  exclude  a  mass  of  testimony,  some  of 
which  is  proper,  should  be  denied,  because  of  its  generality. 
Friend  v.  Wilkinson,  9  Gratt.  31. 

121.  Evidence,  to  be  rebutting,  must  apply  directly  to  the 
matter  in  controversy,  and  to  the  particular  facts  attempted 
to  be  made  out  by  the  opposite  party.  Foye  v.  Leighton,  2 
Foster,  (N.  H.)  71. 

122.  Medical  or  scientific  books  may  be  read  to  the  jury, 
by  the  permission  of  the  court,  but  the  court  may,  in  its  dis- 
cretion, prohibit  the  reading  of  such  books  as  a  matter  of 
evidence  or  authority.  I/uning  v.  The  State,  1  Chand. 
(Wis.)  178. 

123.  The  opinion  of  a  witness,  that  certain  payments  for  a 
minor  were  proper  for  one  in  his  situation,  is  not  competent 
evidence.    Mcrritt  v.  Seaman,  2  Selden,  (E".  Y.)  168. 

124.  The  statement  of  a  witness  that  he  judged  a  letter, 
seen  in  the  hand  of  another  person,  to  be  the  same  which  he 
had  formerly  seen  in  a  certain  place,  because  he  did  not  after- 
wards see  the  letter  in  that  place,  is  mere  opinion,  and  inad- 
missible in  evidence.    Hoitt  v.  Moulton,  1  Foster,  (N.  H.)  586. 

125.  An  allegation  of  title,  not  objected  to,  is  sufficient  to 
justify  the  introduction  of  evidence  to  sustain  it.  Fowler  v. 
Stonum,  6  Texas,  60. 
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126.  In  a  suit  for  damages  for  the  loss  of  a  slave,  plaintiff's 
deed  of  purchase  is  good  evidence  to  show  the  value  of  the 
slave.    Deslonde  v.  Le  Brevet,  5  Lou.  97. 

127.  In  an  action  for  separation  from  bed  and  board,  when 
adultery  is  at  issue,  the  plaintiff  and  husband  cannot  ask  the 
witness  what  was  the  wife's  character  for  chastity,  nor  whether 
her  general  conduct  was  that  of  a  virtuous  and  modest 
woman ;  special  facts  are  the  proper  testimony  in  such  a 
case.     Trudeau  v.  Trudeau,  1  IS".  S.  128. 

128.  A  paper,  containing  an  amicable  demand  in  writing 
by  plaintiff,  is  inadmissible,  to  corroborate  some  of  the  mate- 
rial allegations  of  plaintiff's  demand.  Colsson  v.  Consoli- 
dated Bank,  12  Lou.  105. 

129.  "When  the  question  at  issue  is,  whether  a  certain 
engine  was  delivered  as  a  condition  precedent  to  defendant's 
right  to  take  out  execution  against  the  plaintiff  or  not,  no 
evidence  will  be  received  to  prove  damages  for  the  detention 
and  failure  to  deliver  the  engine.  NichoUs  v.  Hanse,  9 
Lou.  270. 

130.  Defendant  cannot  give  in  evidence  a  bond,  by  which 
plaintiff  bound  himself  to  transfer  slaves,  which  are  the  object 
of  the  action,  to  a  third  person,  without  proving  an  assign- 
ment from  that  third  person  to  himself.  Dearmond  v.  Cur- 
tis, 1  Lou.  96. 

131.  In  an  action  on  a  qucmtum  meruit,  for  work  and  labor 
done,  defendant  may  give  in  evidence  a  contract  for  the  work, 
signed  by  plaintiff  and  a  third  person,  to  prove  the  assent  of 
the  former  to  do  the  work  for  a  less  sum  than  that  demanded. 
Foster  v.  KoTcernot,  6  Lou.  260. 

132.  If  some  parts  of  the  evidence  offered  be  irrelevant,  it 
affords  no  ground  to  reject  the  whole  ;  the  objectionable  part 
only  should  be  disregarded.    Le  Bret  v.  Behons,  13  Lou.  95, 

133.  Evidence  is  admissible,  to  show  that  a  ferry,  to  keep 
which  the  plaintiff  claimed  an  exclusive  right,  was  under  the 
supervision  and  control  of  the  police  jury,  in  order  to  prove 
a  want  of  prescriptive  right  set  up  by  plaintiff.  Davis  v. 
Police  Jury,  19  Lou.  533. 

134.  Evidence  that  is  pertinent,  and  applicable  to  the  issue, 
should  be  admitted,  and  a  distinction  is  to  be  made  between 
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the  admissiblity  and  effect  of  evidence.     Lazare  v.  Peytavin, 
9  M.  567. 

135.  An  instrument,  relevant  to  the  matter  at  issue  and 
duly  proved,  must  be  admitted  without  inquiry  into  its 
effect ;  that  is  a  matter  to  be  judged  of  by  the  jury.  Liver- 
more  V.  Morgan,  6  N.  S.  136  ;  DicTc  v.  Chew,  lb.  396  ;  Oayle 
V.  Gray,  lb.  694. 

136.  "Where  plaintiff  alleges  certain  property  was  conveyed 
to  a  person  called  in  warranty,  who  in  his  answer  denies  it, 
the  former  has  a  right  to  produce  in  evidence  the  act  of  sale 
to  the  latter,  in  support  of  his  allegation.  Bedford  v.  Urqu- 
hart,  8  Lou.  251. 

137.  Evidence  having  no  relation  to  the  allegations  in  the 
pleadings  will  not  be  received.  Colsson  v.  Consolidated 
BauTc,  12  Lou.  105  ;  May  v.  Bansom,  5  An.  424. 

138.  To  authorize  a  party  to  give  in  evidence  circumstances 
not  immediately  connected  with  the  matter  in  dispute,  they 
must  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  produce  fair  and  reasonable 
presumptions  of  the  facts  at  issue.  Conrad  v.  Louisiana 
Bank,  10  M.  700. 

139.  In  proceedings  against  a  sheriff,  to  render  him  liable 
under  the  statute  of  7th  April,  1826,  section  7,  for  failure  to 
return  a  j€.ya.  on  or  before  the  return  day,  he  may  show  any 
circumstance  which  will  legally  excuse  his  failure  to  return 
the  writ  before  that  time.     WM)  v.  Kemp,  2  An.  370. 

140.  A  witness  may  be  asked  whether  defendant,  sued  for 
goods  sold,  was  not  in  the  habit  of  paying  accounts  contract- 
ed by  his  children  at  his  place  of  residence,  previous  to  the 
time  when  the  goods  charged  were  delivered  ;  the  objection 
to,  such  a  question  lies  rather  to  its  effect  than  to  its  admissi- 
bility.    Finlcty  v.  KirTcland,  9  M.  464. 

141.  Under  an  allegation  that  an  election  of  bank  direct- 
ors was  illegal,  it  cannot  be  shown  that  the  persons  elected 
neglected,  after  their  election,  to  take  an  oath  required  upon 
entering  on  their  functions.  Louisiana  State  Bank  v.  Flood, 
3  N.  S.  341. 

142.  In  an  action  against  the  surety  of  a  tutor,  the  bond 
must  be  produced  in  evidence  ;  it  will  not  suffice  to  exhibit 
a  bond  given  by  the  tutor  as  administrator  of  the  estate, 

8 


114  EEI-EVANCT   OF  EVIDENCE. 

coming  from  the  minor's  parents.    Stafford  v.  Moore,  11 
Lou.  508. 

143.  In  a  suit  to  rescind  a  sale  for  lesion,  defendant  may 
show  the  fluctuation  in  price  to  which  landed  property  in 
that  section  of  the  country  was  subject  at  the  time  of  sale. 
Bertol  V.  Tanner,  3  Lou.  252. 

144.  And,  in  such  suit,  plaintiff  may  give  in  evidence  a 
sale  of  the  same  land  by  defendant,  a  few  months  afterwards, 
to  show  the  value.    Ih.  253. 

145.  If  plaintiff  introduce  evidence  in  relation  to  a  particu- 
lar fact,  he  cannot  object  to  defendant's  offering  testimony 
to  disprove  it.     Thompson  v.  Brothers,  5  Lou.  279. 

146.  A  party  sued  for  giving  a  pass  to  plaintiff's  slave, 
whereby  she  escaped,  may  give  the  freedom  of  the  negro  in 
evidence.    Brown  v.  Gompton,  10  M.  425. 

147.  "Where  a  conveyance  is  attacked  as  fraudulent,  the 
whole  conduct  of  the  parties  before  and  after,  as  well  as  at 
the  time  of  making  the  contract,  may  be  inquired  into. 
Reels  v.  Knight,  8  N.  S.  268. 

148.  "Where  a  contract  was  made  to  perform  work,  and 
afterwards  the  plan  was  so  altered  and  enlarged  as  to  require 
double  the  quantity  of  materials,  the  original  contract  is 
admissible,  to  establish  the  value  of  the  work.  Courcelle  v. 
Lausans,  3  Lou.  362. 

149.  In  an  action  against  the  captain  and  owners  of  a  steam- 
boat, to  recover  the  value  of  corn  shipped  on  board,  in  good 
order,  and  delivered  in  a  damaged  state  at  the  port  of  desti- 
nation, evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  that  the  corn  was 
purchased  of  the  captain,  and  to  render  him  liable  as  vendor. 
W'Hcox  V.  JEalderman,  14  Lou.  357. 

150.  In  an  action  for  a  rescission  of  a  purchase,  made  by 
plaintiffs,  of  defendant's  interest  in  a  partnership  existing  be- 
tween them,  the  main  issue  between  the  parties  being  one  of 
fraud,  a  document,  showing  exorbitant  and  unfair  charges  by 
plaintiffs  for  merchandise,  furnished  by  them  to  the  partner- 
ship, is  admissible.    Littlefield  v.  Beemis,  5  E,.  145. 

151.  Immaterial  testimony  may  be  rejected.  Oravier  v. 
Fitot,  2  N.  S.  566  ;  Alat  v.  Bayon,  4  N.  S.  516  ;  Smith  v. 
Corcoran,  1  Lou,  46. 


EELEVAUCT    OF   EVIDEKCE.  115 

152.  In  a  suit  by  the  heirs  of  a  vendee  against  those  of  a 
vendor,  claiming  damages  in  eviction,  evidence  is  not  admissi- 
ble to  prove  that  the  vendee  was  put  in  default  by  a  demand 
on  him  to  pay  the  rent,  or  interest  due  on  the  purchase,  where 
the  eviction  was  not  caused  by  the  failure  to  pay  such  inter- 
est or  rent.     Bissell  v.  Erwin,  15  Lou.  94. 

153.  It  is  not  erroneous  to  reject  evidence  as  irrelevant, 
merely  because  a  state  of  the  proofs  might  subsequently 
arise  which  would  render  the  evidence  pertinent  and  proper ; 
although  when  counsel  avow  an  intention  to  supply  testimony, 
in  the  further  progress  of  the  cause,  which  would  give  per- 
tinency to  the  question  objected  to,  the  court,  in  the  exercise 
of  that  discretion  which  regulates  the  order  of  proofs,  may 
properly  allow  an  immediate  answer.  Cass  v.  New-YorTc 
and  New-Haven  RailrRoad  Co.,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  K.  522. 

154.  Where  testimony,  irrelevant  and  inadmissible  in 
substance,  has  been  received  by  a  referee  upon  the  hearing, 
its  exclusion  from  his  consideration  after  the  cause  is  submit- 
ted is  no  ground  for  setting  aside  the  report.  Brown  v. 
Colie,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  265. 

155.  A  variance  between  the  proofs  and  the  averments  in 
the  pleadings,  not  having  formed  the  subject  of  an  objection 
at  the  trial,  must  be  disregarded  in  determining  the  ease 
upon  appeal.    Luckey  v.  Frantzkee,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  P.  dT. 

156.  By  virtue  of  the  act  of  1832,  any  volume  printed  by 
authority  of  the  Common  Council  of  the  city  of  New- York, 
and  purporting  to  contain  its  charter,  may  be  read  to  prove, 
and  is  ;prima  facie  proof  of  the  charter,  in  any  proceeding 
and  for  any  purpose.  Honell  v.  Buggies,  1  Selden,  (F.  Y.)  444. 

157.  The  judgment  of  the  court  determines  the  right  of 
the  parties,  and  they  are  then  fixed.  The  roll  is  but  evidence 
of  the 'judgment.      Van  Orman  v.  Phelps,  9  Barb.  500. 

158.  A  bill  of  discovery,  which  had  been  withdrawn  and 
no  answer  ever  filed,  was  offered  in  evidence  in  an  action 
against  the  respondent  in  the  bill,  but  to  which  the  complain- 
ant was  not  a  party,  and  held  to  be  inadmissible.  Dean  v. 
Davis,  12  Mis.  112. 

159.  In  questions  of  fraud  and  imposition,  evidence  of  the 
o-eneral  habits  of  the  party  alleged  to  be  defrauded,  in  re- 
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spect  to  drunkenness,  extravagance,  thoughtlessness,  &c.,  is 
admissible,  as  also  evidence  of  particular  transactions  with 
other  persons.    Kauffman  v.  Swar,  5  Barr,  230. 

160.  Statements  of  facts,  made  by  a  deceased  person  in  his 
lifetime,  at  variance  with  his  interest,  of  which  facts  he  must 
(if  true)  have  had  personal  knowledge,  and  in  respect  of 
which  he  could,  if  living,  have  been  examined  as  a  witness, 
are,  if  pertinent  to  the  matter  of  inquiry,  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, as  between  third  persons,  whether  made  at  the  time 
the  facts  occurred  or  afterwards.  JPcr  Dalt,  J. ;  Lstgbaham, 
FiEST  J.,  dissenting.  White  v.  Chouteau,  1  Smith's  0.  P. 
E.  493. 

161.  And,  therefore,  in  an  action  by  brokers  for  the 
recovery  of  the  price  of  goods  claimed  to  have  been  pur- 
chased and  paid  for  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  delivered  to 
the  defendants,  the  declaration  of  the  former  owner,  (who 
died  bbfore  the  trial,)  that  he  had  received  payment  for 
the  goods  from  the  plaintiffs,  is  competent  evidence  for  the 
plaintiffs.    lb. 

162.  Where  a  sale  is  shown  to  have  been  made  fifteen 
days  after  the  time  fixed  for  the  delivery,  an  examination 
into  the  various  -prices  at  which  sales  were  made  for  three 
months  before  and  after  that  time,  in  order  to  estimate  an 
average  value,  vill  not  be  permitted.  Dana  v.  Fiedler, 
1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  463. 

163.  It  is  immaterial  and  improper  to  show  the  ordina/ry 
market  value.  The  value  at  or  about  the  stipulated  time  of 
performance  will  control,  whatever  it  may  have  been  before 
or  subsequently.    II. 

164.  In  questions  of  fraud,  great  latitude  is  allowed  in  the 
adduction  of  evidence,  and  nothing  should  be  excluded, 
which  does  not  clearly  appear  to  the  court  to  be  irrelevant. 
Gist  V.  McJunhin,  2  Eich.  154. 

165.  In  an  action  for  maliciously  suing  out  an  attachment 
against  a  mercantile  firm,  the  opinion  of  a  witness  that  such 
act  was  injurious  to  the  credit  of  the  firm,  is  inadmissible. 
Donnell  v.  Jones,  13  Ala.  490. 

166.  An  endorsement  in  the  handwriting  of  the  obligor  of 
a  partial  payment  on  a  bond,  is  competent  evidence  to  show 
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that  the  bond  was  in  the  possession  of  the  obligor  at  the 
date  of  the  endorsement.  Tritt  v.  Crotzer,  13  Penn.  State 
K.  (1  Harris,)  451. 

167.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  slaves  taken  and 
carried  away  by  the  defendant,  evidence  that  the  defendant 
and  others  came  to  the  plaintiff's  house,  and  extorted  from 
the  defendant,  by  fear  of  violence,  a  bill  of  sale  and  delivery 
of  the  slaves,  is  relevant  and  otherwise  admissible.  Morton 
V.  Reynolds,  8  Texas,  286. 

168.  Where  A.'s  promise  to  marry  B.  is  shown,  evidence 
that  B.  had  received  A.'s  attentions  for  four  years,  and  pre- 
pared for  marriage  by  procuring  beddings,  &c.,  and  of  B.'s 
statements  to  her  sister,  at  the  time,  explanatory  of  such  acts 
of  preparation,  is  competent  to  show  her  acceptance  of  such 
promise.      Wetmore  v.  Mill,  1  Ohio,  26. 

169.  "When  a  bond  for  titles  was  taken,  testimony  that  the 
purchase-money  had  not  been  paid  is  admissible,  where  the 
bond  is  relied  on,  as  color  of  title,  as  between  vendor  and 
vendee.    Beverly  v.  Burke,  14:  Geo.  70. 

170.  A  promise  of  marriage  may  be  proved  by  circum- 
stantial evidence.    Hubbard  v.  Bonesteel,  16  Barb.  360. 

171.  Under  a  denial  of  the  allegations  in  the  complaint, 
the  defendant  may  introduce  any  evidence  which  goes  to 
controvert  the  facts  which  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  establish, 
in  order  to  sustain  his  action.  Andrews  v.  Bond,  16  Barb. 
633. 

172.  In  an  action  for  injury  to  the  person,  evidence  of  the 
plaintiff's  having  at  different  times  subsequent  to  the  injury, 
complained  of  pain  and  suffering,  is  competent  to  show  the 
extent  of  the  damage  done  him.  Caldwell  v.  Murphy,  1 
Duer,  233. 

173.  In  an  action  to  determine  the  right  to  an  office,  evi- 
dence beyond  the  returns  and  ballot  boxes,  and  even  as  to 
certain  facts  showing  the  intent  of  the  voters,  is  admissible. 
The  People  v.  Cooh,  14  Barb.  259. 

174.  Evidence  of  the  efforts  made  by  the  defendant  to 
perform  the  contract,  is  not  admissible  in  mitigation  of 
damages,  and  can  only  be  introduced  when  it  shows  an  actual 
performance,  or  a  readiness  to  perform,  or  the  happening  of 
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an  event,  which,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  would  excuse 
a  performance.    Dcma  v.  Fiedler,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  463. 

175.  The  defendant,  in  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  con- 
tract of  sale,  will  not  be  allowed  to  prove  what  would  have 
been  the  effect  upon  the  market,  if,  by  the  fulfilment  of  his 
contract,  the  additional  supply  had  been  thrown  upon  it.    Ih. 

176.  The  opinion  of  dealers  and  of  persons  conversant 
with  sales  of  the  article,  should  be  sought  by  general  ques- 
tions as  to  the  value  at  the  time  in  question.    Ih. 

177.  By  section  165  of  the  Code,  in  actions  of  slander,  the 
rules  of  pleading  and  evidence  are  changed,  so  that  under 
proper  allegations,  all  facts  and  circumstances,  which  tend  to 
disprove  malice  or  show  that  the  charge  was  true  or  probable, 
may  be  given  in  evidence.    Heaton  v.  Wright,  10  How.  Pr.  79. 

178.  In  an  action  by  a  factor  against  his  principal  for 
compensation,  evidence  is  admissible,  on  the  part  of  plaintiff, 
to  establish  a  custom  among  merchants,  alleged  in  the  peti- 
tion. As  a  fact,  it  was  competent  for  plaintiff  to  establish 
the  custom ;  its  effect  is  a  different  matter.  Thompson  v. 
Pachwood,  2  An.  624. 

179.  A  bank  transferred  a  note  after  maturity,  in  an  action 
by  the  holder  against  the  maker ;  held,  that  entries  in  the 
books  of  the  bank,  and  in  the  pass-book  of  the  maker,  made 
while  the  bank  held  the  note,  were  competent  to  show  pay- 
ment to  the  bank.  Jermain  v.  Dennistmi,  2  Selden,  (N.  T.)  276. 

180.  When  the  defendant  in  a  trespass  suit  raised  an  issue 
of  title,  in  respect  to  the  portion  of  the  close  in  which  the 
technical  trespass  confessed  was , committed,  and  there  was 
verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff;  held,  that  the  record 
of  judgment  was  not  evidence,  that  the  title  to  the  entire 
close  was  adjudged  to  be  in  the  plaintiff.  The  party  seeking 
to  make  the  record  available  as  an  estoppel,  must  show 
aUimde  the  portion,  the  title  of  which  was  in  question  and 
passed  upon.    Dunckel  v.  Wiles,  1  Kernan,  420. 

181.  It  is  purely  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the  judge, 
whether  he  will  allow  the  pleadings  to  be  read  to  the  jury 
upon  the  trial.  The  pleadings  are  for  the  consideration  of 
the  court,  and  when  evidence  to  establish  the  facts  alleged 
in  them  is  offered,  it  becomes  necessary  for  the  court  to  un- 
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derstand  what  issues  are  raised  and  which  of  them  are 
properly  triable.  And  if  necessary,  to  enable  the  court  to 
understand  the  issues  raised,  counsel  may  be  required  to  read 
the  pleadings  or  state  the  substance  of  them.  But  the  facts 
stated  in  them,  (except  so  far  as  admitted,)  cannot  be  con- 
sidered by  the  jury  until  proved ;  and  where  the  pleadings 
contain  numerous  irrelevant  allegations,  raising  immaterial 
issues  improper  to  be  placed  before  the  jury  for  their  consider- 
ation, it  is  very  proper  to  prohibit  them  from  being  read. 
Willis  V.  Forrest,  2  Duer,  310. 

182.  Upon  the  question,  whether  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action 
for  injury  to  his  person,  was  seriously  injured,  his  complaints 
of  pain  and  distress  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  injury  are 
competent  evidence  in  his  own  behalf,  as  to  his  condition. 
Caldwell  v.  Ifurpky,  i  Selden,  (IST.  Y.)  416. 

183.  In  South  Carolina,  where  the  plaintiff,  (a  banking 
company,)  had  had  previous  dealings  with  the  defendants,  (a 
firm,)  and  it  was  proved  that  notice  of  dissolution  had  been 
given  by  the  defendants  in  a  newspaper  taken  by  the  bank ; 
held,  that  this  was  equivalent  to  express  notice.  Bank  of 
South  Carolina  v.  Humphreys,  1  M'Cord,  388. 

184.  "Where,  in  consequence  of  the  debtor's  not  having 
been  put  in  default,  for  the  non-performance  of  his  contract, 
damages  cannot  be  recovered,  evidence  to  prove  the  amount 
of  damage  should  be  rejected.  Hay  den  v.  Hertzinger,  3 
An.  293. 

185.  In  an  action  against  a  carrier  for  loss  of  merchandise, 
it  is  improper  to  admit  evidence  to  show  for  what  particular 
use  a  trunk  was  made,  and  to  what  use  other  persons  applied 
them.  E^or  is  a  common  carrier  "  hound  to  Tcnow'''  that  trunks 
contain  merchandise.   Burley  v.  Newton,  10  How.  Pr.  491. 

186.  Prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  the 
defendant  in  an  action  of  slander  could  not  give  evidence  in 
mitigation  of  damages  which  tended  to  prove  the  truth  of 
the  charge  complained  of.  The  Code  has  changed  the  law- 
in  this  respect,  and  the  defendant'  may  now  allege  in  his 
answer  the  truth  of  the  charge  in  justification,  and  may 
submit  these  facts  to  the  jury  in  mitigation  of  damages. 
Bisley  V.  Sha/w,  2  Kernan,  67. 
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18Y.  In  an  action  for  damages,  for  an  assault  and  battery 
and  slander,  evidence  as  to  the  plaintiff's  character  is  inad- 
missible even  in  mitigation  of  damages.     Ga/rdiner  v.  Cross, 

6E.4:54:. 

188.  As  between  the  parties  to  an  execution,  the  sheriff's 
return  thereto,  that  he  has  made  a  part  thereof  and  can  find 
no  goods,  &c.,  of  the  defendant  to  make  the  residue,  is  com- 
petent evidence.    Henderson  v.  Cairns,  14:  Barb.  15. 

189.  Entries  made  in  the  books  of  a  bank,  and  in  a  bank 
pass-book,  while  a  note  belonged  to  the  bank,  are  evidence 
in  an  action  on  the  note,  brought  by  one  who  took  it  after 
due,  that  it  had  been  paid.  Jermain  v.  Denniston,  2  Selden, 
(N.  Y.)  276. 

190.  The  offers  of  a  party  to  sell  at  a  certain  price  are 
competent  evidence  against  him,  that  the  property  was  not 
worthmore.  HerseyY.MerrimaoIns.  (7(9.,7Foster,  (N'.H.)149. 

191.  In  actions  of  trespass,  where  defendant  asserts  an 
adverse  possession,  the  title  under  which  he  holds  is  admis- 
sible in  evidence  in  support  of  that  possession,  to  show  its 
beginning  and  extent.     Bla/nc  v.  Nolan,  2  An.  228. 

192.  A  witness,  testifying  after  inspecting  a  memorandum 
in  court,  cannot  be  permitted  to  testify  to  any  facts  which  he 
is  not  able  distinctly  to  recollect.  Green  v.  Brown,  3  Barb. 
Sup.  Ct.  119. 

193.  Evidence  tending  to  show  a  hypothetical  state  of 
facts,  as  they  might  have  existed,  is  not  admissible.  Rart  v. 
Evans,  8  Barr,  13. 

194.  In  an  action  for  fraud  in  the  sale  of  an  execution, 
witnesses  may  be  examined  to  prove  the  offer  of  sale,  without 
producing  the  execution.  Lipscomb  v.  Kitrell,  11  Humph.  256. 

195.  Where  in  an  action  on  a  note  for  $500,  evidence  was 
offered  to  prove  that  the  holder  of  the  note  had,  for  many 
years  before  suit,  been  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  had 
often  borrowed  money,  and  had  never  mentioned  tlie  fact  of 
so  large  a  debt  being  due  him,  and  that  the  holder  of  the 
note  was,  during  the  same  period,  in  easy  circumstances,  it 
was  held,  that  the  evidence  was  admissible,  as  tending  to 
show  that  the  note  had  been  paid,  and  was  without  consider- 
ation.   Marshall  v.  Marshall,  12  B.  Mon.  459. 
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196.  Though  the  heirship  of  the  plaintiffs  be  not  put  at 
issue  by  the  answer,  yet,  if  they  introduce  evidence  to  prove 
their  legitimacy,  the  defendants  may  rebut  the  evidence  and 
disprove  it.  Patton  v.  Philadelphia  and  Ifew-Orleams,  1 
Lou.  98. 

197.  The  testimony  of  a  debtor  is  competent  evidence  to 
prove  that  a  promissory  note  and  account,  produced,  and 
purporting  to  be  due  from  him,  were  in  fact  due.  Aihen  v. 
Mlburne,  27  Maine,  (14  Shep.)  252. 

198.  "When  a  writing  is  impeached  as  forged  or  fraudulent, 
and  there  is  another  writing  on  the  same  paper  and  the  same 
subject-matter,  not  offered  in  evidence,  testimony  tending  to 
prove  that  the  latter  is  forged  and  fraudulent  is  admissible. 
Knight  v.  PTeath,  3  Foster,  (IST.  H.)  410. 

199.  An  original  memorandum  of  transactions,  reduced  to 
writing  immediately  after  they  took  place,  may  be  admitted 
in  evidence  in  connection  with  the  testimony  of  the  witness. 
Watson  V.  Walker,  3  Foster,  (N.  H.)  471. 

200.  In  an  action,  the  gist  of  which  is  carelessness,  negli- 
gence or  imprudence  on  the  part  of  a  defendant,  it  is  proper 
to  admit  testimony  showing  that  a  prudent  man  would  have 
acted  in  the  same  manner.    Burhett  v.  Bond,  12  III.  87. 

201.  A.  had  signed  the  name  of  B.  to  a  promissory  note. 
The  question  before  the  jury  was,  whether  B.  had  given  A. 
authority  to  do  so.  Held,  that  evidence  was  relevant  which 
tended  to  show  that  B.  had  in  his  hands  some  business  opera- 
tions of  A.  as  security  for  liabilities,  and  was  to  have  a  com- 
mission upon  advances  made  by  him  for  A.,  in  the  prosecution 
of  such  business,  and  that  the  note  was  given  for  articles  in 
aid  of  that  business.     Trull  v.  True,  33  Maine,  (3  Ked.)  367. 

202.  A  promissory  note  having  been  given  for  the  price  of 
work,  and  a  written  promise  given  by  the  payee  thereof  to 
"  refund  the  pay,  if  the  work  did  not  give  satisfaction,"  at 
the  trial  of  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  the  note  by  the  payee, 
it  appeared  that  the  work  did  not  give  satisfaction.  Held, 
that  the  agreement  to  refund  the  pay  was  competent  evidence 
to  show  failure  of  consideration,  and  for  the  sake  of  avoiding 
circuity  of  action.  Rumsey  v.  Sargent,  1  Foster,  (N.  H.) 
397. 
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203.  Where  it  is  a  question  before  the  jury,  whether  the 
note  sued  on  is  the  note  of  the  defendant  or  of  a  third 
person,  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  had  sued  and  recovered 
judgment  on  the  note  against  such  third  person,  is  not  irrele- 
vant, but  is  a  circumstance  proper  for  the  consideration  of 
the  jury.     Oleland  v.  Huey,  18  Ala.  343. 

204.  In  the  absence  of  express  proof  of  the  terms  of  a 
contract  of  sale,  evidence  is  admissible  of  the  terms  of  former 
dealings  between  the  parties,  of  the  same  character,  in  order 
to  prove  the  terms  of  the  sale  in  question.  Lelar  v.  Brown, 
15  Penn.  State  E.  (3  Harris,)  215. 

205.  In  a  suit  on  a  contract  to  deliver  wheat  in  the  inte- 
rior of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  evidence  as  to  its  price  in 
Philadelphia,  at  and  soon  after  the  time  agreed  upon  for  its 
delivery,  is  receivable  as  corroborative  of  the  testimony  as 
to  its  value  at  the  place  at  which  it  was  to  be  delivered. 
Gordon  v.  Bowers,  16  Penn.  State  R.  (4  Harris,)  226. 

206.  A  father  placed  a  slave  in  the  possession  of  his  mar- 
ried daughter,  and  took  from  her  a  note  purporting  to  be  for 
the  hire  of  the  slave.  After  the  death  of  the  daughter,  in  an 
action  by  her  heirs  against  the  father,  to  recover  the  slave, 
it  was  held,  that  the  note,  though  not  binding  as  a  contract 
upon  the  daughter,  was  evidence  of  the  nature  of  her  title 
and  of  her  understanding  of  the  transaction.  Parr  v.  Crib- 
hons,  23  Miss.  (1  Gush.)  92. 

207.  In  an  action  for  damages  to  plaintiff's  steamer /occa- 
sioned by  a  collision  with  a  boat  of  defendant's,  evidence  that 
the  latter  boat  was  racing  at  the  time  of  the  accident  is  not 
irrelevant.     Myers  v.  Perry,  1  An.  372. 

208.  In  an  action  upon  a  covenant,  under  an  averment  of 
performance,  evidence  in  excuse  of  non-performance  is  not 
admissible.     Oakley  v.  Morton,  1  Kernan,  25. 

209.  In  an  action  of  assault  and  battery,  provocations  of 
long  standing  at  the  time  of  the  assault  cannot  be  proven  in 
mitigation.     Willis  v.  Forrest,  2  Duer,  310. 

210.  Evidence  of  general  reputation  for  negligence  is  inad- 
missible to  prove  negligence  upon  a  particular  occasion. 
Jacobs  V.  Duke,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  271. 

211.  In  an  action  for  damages  for  injuries  to  the  person, 
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evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  complainings  of  distress  and  pain 
is  admissible.     Caldwell  v.  Murphy,  1  Kernan,  416. 

212.  In  an  action  for  rent,  the  answer  alleged  that  the 
landlord  falsely  represented  certain  water  pipes  upon  the 
demised  premises  to  have  been  properly  made.  The  time 
of  the  misrepresentation  was  not  stated,  nor  whether  it 
was  willful,  or  made  as  an  inducement  to  the  hiring,  or 
relied  upon  by  the  tenant.  Although  the  answer  claimed  a 
deduction  from  the  rent,  for  repairs  upon  the  house,  and  also 
averred  that  an  agreement  by  him  to  keep  the  pipes  in  order 
was  rendered  void  by  the  fraudulent  representation,  and 
that  he  was  therefore  entitled  to  repayment  of  the  moneys 
paid  by  him  for  that  purpose,  which  he  sought  to  set  off  and 
claim  by  way  of  recoupment ;  yet  there  was  no  specific  alle- 
gation that  he  had  actually  made  such  repairs,  nor  paid  any 
money  therefor,  and  no  damages  was  specified  as  sustained 
by  him  from  the  misrepresentation.  Held,  that  suflacient 
foundation  was  not  laid  in  the  answer  for  evidence  of  the 
alleged  misrepresentation  and  repairs.  Levy  v.  Bend,  1 
Smith's  C.  P.  K  169. 

213.  Explanations  and  schedules  attached  to  the  petition 
for  bankruptcy  are  competent  evidence  for  the  bankrupt,  as 
a  part  of  the  petition,  in  a  suit  in  regard  to  the  property  of 
the  bankrupt;  but  they  ought  not  to  be  allowed  weight 
in  his  favor;  and  when  ruled  out,  their  exclusion  is  not 
ground  for  a  new  trial.     Carr  v.  Oale,  3  "W.  &  M.  38. 

214.  The  facts  set  out  in  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of 
the  court  are  not  evidence  in  a  subsequent  proceeding,  nor 
for  any  other  purpose  than  that  for  which  they  were  sub- 
mitted.   Sarfs  Appeal,  8  Barr,  32. 

215.  Evidence  of  improvements  made  by  a  donee  under  a 
parol  gift,  after  the  commencement  of  a  controversy  as  to 
the  fact  of  the  gift,  is  inadmissible.  Aurand  v.  Wilt,  9 
Barr,  54. 

216.  Notice  given  by  a  bank,  that  it  will  receive  on  de- 
posit the  depreciated  bills  of  another  bank,  is  no  evidence 
of  the  insolvency  of  the  bank  giving  such  notice.  Daniels 
V.  Kyle,  5  Geo.  245. 

217.  This  court  will  not,  on  appeal  from  the  marine  or 
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district  courts,  notice  an  objection  then  first  made,  to  testi- 
mony as  irrelevant,  when  it  has  been  received  below  without 
objection.    Frost  v.  Hcmford,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  5i0. 

218.  In  an  action  for  damages  for  injuries  to  the  person, 
evidence  of  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  trade,  that  he  had 
no  other  means  of  support,  except  the  charity  of  friends,  of 
the  number  of  persons  in  his  family,  and  in  what  manner 
they  were  supported  after  the  injury,  is  admissible  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff's  circumstances  were  such  that  he  would 
probably  have  been  in  employment  but  for  his  injuries. 
Caldwell  v.  Murphy,  1  Kernan,  416. 

219.  In  an  action  against  the  owner  of  a  horse  and  cart, 
for  the  negligence  of  his  servant,  resulting  in  injuries  to  a 
horse  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held,  that  the  evi- 
dence of  the  general  reputation  of  the  servant  as  a  reckless 
driver,  or  that  he  had  been  careless  on  other  occasions,  was 
inadmissible.    Jaeolsv.  Duke,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  271. 

220.  General  evidence  of  the  indebtedness  of  a  bailor  to 
the  bailee,  not  confined  to  the  property  upon  which  it  is 
sought  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  bailee 
for  his  services,  is  not  competent.  Vmoent  v.  Conklvn,  1 
Smith's  0.  P.  E.  203. 

221.  A  discovery  made  in  answer  to  a  motion  of  the 
adverse  party,  can  be  used  by  the  party  making  it,  so  far 
only  as  it  is  responsive  to  the  motion.  Marion  v.  -Faxon,  20 
Conn.  486. 

222.  Ih  an  action  against  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper 
for  libel,  an  article  published  in  his  newspaper,  if  sufficiently 
connected  with  the  defendant  by  proof,  may  be  read  in  evi- 
dence to  show  the  circulation  of  the  paper,  and  the  proprie- 
tor's income  from  it.    Fry  v.  Bennett,  1  Abbott,  289. 
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Presumptions  arise  from  artificial  habits,  as  the  course  of 
trade,  the  course  of  the  port,  the  customs  of  a  particular  trade, 
or  of  a  particular  class  of  people.     1  Stark.  Ev.  356. 

Officers  of  an  insurance  company  should  be  presumed  cog- 
nizant of  the  marine  intelligence  in  a  newspaper  taken  at  the 
office,  especially  that  which  related  to  their  own  port.  Qreen 
Y.  Merchants^  Ins.  Co.,  10  Pick.  402. 

It  is  presumed  that  all  partners  have  access  to  the  contents 
of  partnership  books.      U.  8.  Bank  v.  Bimney,  5  Mason,  156. 

The  wife,  in  the  husband's  absence,  was  presumed  to  have 
been  left  as  agent  for  the  hiring  out  of  his  houses.  Olmrch 
V.  Landers,  10  "Wend.  79. 

A  man  allowing  his  friend  to  forge  his  name  frequently 
upon  commercial  paper,  by  submitting  to  have  the  paper 
enforced,  was  held  incapable  of  defending  against  subsequent 
forgeries.     Weed  v.  Cofrpenter,  4  Wend.  219. 

The  habit  of  the  retailer  to  charge  interest  after  ninety 
days  was  held  to  bind  the  customer,  who  shall  be  presumed 
to  know  the  habit.    McAllister  v.  Real,  4  "Wend.  483. 

From  the  custom  of  parents  to  furnish  their  daughters,  on 
marriage,  with  outfits,  the  delivery  of  property,  e.  g.,  a  slave, 
by  a  parent  to  a  daughter,  on  such  an  occasion,  without 
explanation,  will  be  presumed  to  be  a  gift.  Smith  v.  Mont- 
gomery, Ad'r,  5  Monroe,  502. 

So,  if  some  time  after  marriage.  MoOleevey  v.  LocTchart, 
4  M'Cord,  251. 

The  law  presumes  that  a  fact,  continuous  in  its  character, 
still  continues  to  exist  until  a  change  be  shown,  as  a  partner- 
ship.    1  Stark.  Ev.  36. 

A  person  accepting  and  paying  a  check  \i2Si  prima  facie 
funds  in  his  hands,  of  the  drawee,  to  that  amount.  State 
Bank,  iT.  C,  v.  Cla/rTc,  1  Hawks,  36. 
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Public  officers  are  presumed  to  have  done  their  duty,  in 
regard  to  the  several  acts  to  be  done  by  them  in  their  official 
capacity.     Wallace  v.  Maxwell,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  MY. 

An  agreement'  of  counsel,  made  in  the  course  of  a  trade, 
shall  be  presumed  on  proper  authority  from  the  clients.  Ell- 
worthy  V.  Bird,  1  Tarn.  33. 

The  rules  of  presumptive  evidence  apply  to  corporations 
as  well  as  individuals.  U.  S.  Bank  v.  Bandridge,  12  Whea- 
ton,  70. 

A  presumption  of  fact  is,  properly,  an  inference  of  that  fact 
from  other  facts  that  are  known — it  is  an  act  of  reasoning. 
In  drawing  such  inference  from  facts,  regard  must  always  be 
had  to  the  facility  that  appears  to  be  offered  for  explanation 
or  contradiction.     B.  v.  Burdett,  4  Barn.  &  Cress.  162. 

That  the  fact  to  be  inferred  often  accompanies  the  facts 
proven,  is  not  sufficient ;  it  should  most  usually  accompany  it, 
or  rarely  otherwise  happen.   Hart  v.  Newland,  3  Hawks,  122. 

The  law  presumes  that  a  man  intended  the  results,  which 
naturally  followed  the  means  voluntarily  used  by  him.  Haire 
V.  W-ilson,  9  Barn.  &  Cress.  643. 

Omnia  presumuntur  contra  sjpoliatorem,  as  if  a  devise  in 
the  first  will  destroy  a  second,  it  is  ground  for  presuming  that 
the  latter  contained  a  revocation  of  his  devise  in  the  first. 
Rarwood  v.  Ooodright,  Cowp.  92. 

The  omitting  to  produce  evidence  in  elucidation,  which  is 
within  the  power  of  the  party  or  his  peculiar  knowledge, 
shall  be  holden  to  turn  every  doubt  against  him.  1  Stark. 
Ev.  34. 

Negligence  in  most  of  the  different  descriptions  of  bailees 
should  never  be  presumed.     Schmidt  v.  Blood,  9  "Wend.  268 , 

After  every  effort  to  prove  fraud,  if  it  remains  doubtful 
upon  the  proof,  innocence  is  to  be  presumed.  Lee  v.  Cook, 
1  Washb.  306. 

An  interlineation,  without  any  thing  appearing  against  it, 
will  be  presumed  to  be  at  the  time  of  making  the  deed  and 
not  after.     Weeks  v.  Caulk,  6  Har.  &  J.  41. 
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Presumptive  Evidence. 

1.  The  death  of  a  person  is  never  presumed ;  it  must  either 
be  proved,  or  it  must  be  shown  that  one  hundred  years  have 
elapsed  since  his  birth.  Hayes  v.  Berwich,  2  M.  138 ;  Ber- 
nardine  v.  Lesjnnasse,  6  IST.  S.  QQ. 

2.  In  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  by  the  endorser 
against  the  drawer,  a  letter  stating  that  the  bill,  with  pro- 
test, had  been  returned  by  the  endorsee  to  the  endorser,  is 
evidence  on  which  the  jury  may  presume  that  the  endorser 
has  paid  the  bill.      Usher  v.  Gaither,  2  Har.  &  M'Hen.  457. 

3.  An  insolvent  debtor,  when  he  renders  a  schedule  of  his 
property  and  debts,  is  presumed  to  tell  the  truth  and  not  to 
commit  perjury.     Harlett  v.  Hewlett.,  4  Edw.  Oh.  7. 

4.  Lines  drawn  across  a  bond  or  promissory  note,  raise  the 
presumption  that  it  has  been  satisfied  ;  but  such  presumption 
may  be  rebutted  by  evidence,  to  be  determined  upon  by  a 
jury.     Pitcher  v.  Patrick,  1  Stew.  &  Port.  478. 

5.  Presumptive  evidence  yields  to  direct  proof.  Maca/rty 
V.  Foucher,  12  M.  114. 

6.  On  demurrer  to  evidence,  all  reasonable  presumptions 
are  to  be  made  against  the  party  demurring,  and  the  court 
is  not  bound  to  render  judgment  in  conformity  with  what 
should  have  been  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  but  with  what  it 
legally  could  have  been.     Bearing  v.  Smith,  4  Ala.  432. 

7.  If  a  vessel  is  seaworthy  when  the  policy  attaches,  it  will 
be  presumed  that  she  continues  so  during  the  time  of  the 
risk,  unless  it  otherwise  is  shown  in  proof.  Martin  v.  Fish- 
ing Ins.  Co.,  20  Pick.  389. 

8.  Between  the  wrong-doer  and  the  party  injured,  the 
presumptions  respecting  disputed  facts  are  with  the  latter. 
Costigan  v.  Mohawk  and  Hudson  Rail-jRoad  Co.,  2  Denio, 
609. 

9.  Where  a  merchant  renders  an  account  to  one  of  his  custo- 
mers, and  the  latter  keeps  it  without  rnaking  objection  to  any 
of  its  items,  the  jury  may  infer  an  admission  of  its  correctness, 
and  a  promise  to  pay  the  balance.  WeW  v.  Charnbers,  3 
Ired.  374  ;  S'liejppard  v.  Bank  of  Missouri,  15  Mis.  141. 

10.  The  plaintiff's  books,  being  given  in  evidence  in  his 
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action,  show  items  in  the  accounts  charged  as  orders.  They 
will,  it  seems,  be  presumed  to  have  been  verbal  orders. 
Snvith  V.  Joyce,  12  Barb.  21. 

11.  Evidence  of  the  receipt,  by  a  special  agent  of  the 
owner  of  a  vessel,  of  the  proceeds  of  an  unauthorized  sale 
of  the  vessel  by  her  master,  does  not  afford  a  presumption 
that  the  sale  was  ratified  by  the  owner.  The  Henry,  1 
Blatchford  &  Howland,  465. 

12.  The  presumption  is  in  favor  of  solvency ;  or,  at  any 
rate,  where  a  man  is  shown  to  have  been  solvent,  the  pre- 
sumption is,  that  he  continues  so.  Wal/rod  v.  JBall,  9  Barb. 
271. 

13.  The  assignment  of  a  land  warrant  or  certificate  of 
survey,  in  the  Virginia  military  district,  may  be  presumed  in 
favor  of  a  person  in  possession  of  land  in  said  district,  from 
great  lapse  of  time,  in  connection  with  evidence  of  payment, 
made  by  the  person  in  possession,  or  those  under  whom  he 
claims,  to  the  rightful  owner.  DuJce  v.  Thompson,  16  Ohio, 
34. 

14.  "When  reasonable  diligence  has  been  used  in  searching 
for  a  paper  in  those  places  where  by  law  it  may  be  presumed 
to  have  been  deposited,  and  by  making  inquiries  of  those 
persons  who  may  be  legally  presumed  to  have  the  custody 
of  it,  without  success,  its  loss  or  destruction  will  be  presumed. 
Fretwell  v.  Morrow,  7  Geo.  264. 

15.  The  post-mark  of  the  office  in  which  a  notice  of  protest 
was  mailed  is,  prkna  facie,  evidence  of  the  time  when  it 
was  mailed  and  sent.  New-Hmen  County  Bank  v  Mitchell, 
16  Conn.  206. 

16.  Where  an  act  is  unlawful  and  voluntary,  the  quo  animo 
is  inferred,  necessarily,  from  the  act  itself;  and  where  one 
does  an  unlawful  act,  it  is  no  sufficient  justification  for 
him  to  show  that  he  did  not  believe  it  to  be  unlawful.  So 
held,  in  an  indictment  for  selling  spirituous  liquors  to  a  slave, 
contrary  to  statute.    State  v.  Presnell,  12  Ired.  103. 

17.  Where  a  receipt  or  other  written  instrument  is  more 
than  thirty  years  old,  its  execution  need  not  be  proved  to 
admit  it  in  evidence,  although  the  subscribing  witness 
thereto  may  still  be  living.    Settle  v.  Allison,  8  Geo.  201. 
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18.  A  note  given  and  accepted  is  presumed  to  have  been 
given  on  the  day  it  beara  date,  in  the  absence  of  all  evidence 
to  the  contrary.  Claridge  v.  Klett,  15  Penn.  State  E.  (3 
Harris,)  256. 

19.  The  depositing  a  letter  in  the  proper  post-office  is 
evidence  to  charge  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed  with 
knowledge  of  its  contents.     Oaks  v.  Weller,  16  Yt.  63. 

20.  It  will  be  presumed  that  the  common  law  prevails  in 
a  sister  state  in  jelation  to  the  liability  of  infants  on  their 
contracts.    MoVmes  v  Mallett,  1  Morris,  82. 

21.  Where  the  clerk  of  the  Superior  Court  certifies  that  he 
sent  up  the  original  notice,  together  with  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions, transcript  of  the  record,  &c.,  and  it  is  not  found  with 
the  papers,  the  presumption  will  be,  that  it  was  lost  in  its 
transmission  to  the  court ;  and  on  suitable  proof  a  copy  may 
be  given  in  place  of  the  original.  Jeff&rson  v.  Mayor  of 
Columbus,  7  Geo.  181. 

22.  Wlien  the  presumption  of  a  grant  is  raised  by  parol 
evidence,  such  presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  the  same 
species  of  evidence.    English  v.  Begister,  Y  Geo.  387. 

23.  As  between  the  parties  to  an  instrument,  it  will  be 
presumed  to  have  been  executed  at  the  time  when  it  purports 
to  have  been.    Meldrum  v.  Clarice,  1  Morris,  130. 

24.  But  when  an  instrument  is  offered  in  evidence  to  affect 
a  stranger,  and  the  time  of  its  execution  becomes  material, 
the  time  of  its  date  is  no  evidence  of  the  time  of  its  execu- 
tion.    Ih. 

25.  Where  a  note,  signed  by  three  as  joint  principals,  has 
been  renewed  from  time  to  time,  and  paid  in  part,  and  then 
renewed  for  the  balance  by  the  note  of  two  of  the  signers, 
the  fact  that  the  note  first  given  and  the  renewed  notes  were 
left  in  possession  of  one  of  the  two,  furnishes  no  presumptive 
evidence  that  the  amount  paid  upon  the  notes  was  paid  by 
him.  After  a  number  of  years  have  been  suffered  to  elapse 
without  claim,  the  presumption  would  rather  be,  that  the 
matter  was  adjusted  between  the  parties  at  the  time.  MUls 
V.  Eyde,  19  Vt.  (4  Washb.)  59. 

26.  A  court  which  has  taken  jurisdiction  is  presumed  to 
have  had  before  it  proper  evidence  of  the  facts  necessary  to 
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give  jurisdiction,  and  evidence  to  the  contrary  will  not  be 
admitted  after  the  lapse  of  time.  Sprague  v.  Litherberry,  4 
McLean,  442. 

27.  "Where  a  party  does  not  attempt  to  remove  presump- 
tions against  his  character,  it  will  be  inferred  that  it  cannot 
be  done.    Parks  v.  Richardson,  4  B.  Mon.  276. 

28.  The  time  within  which  a  missing  ship  may  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  lost,  must  be  decided  upon  legal  pre- 
sumptions, and  upon  facts  forming  a  part .  of  the  experience 
and  common  knowledge  of  the  day  ;  such  as,  in  the  case  of 
a  missing  steamship  on  a  voyage  across  the  Atlantic,  the 
usual  time  for  such  passages.  Oppenheim  v.  Leo  Wolf,  3 
Sandf.  Ch.  E.  571. 

29.  The  law  never  presumes  the  existence  of  a  will  in  the 
absence  of  proof;  nor,  after  its  existence  has  been  proved, 
will  it  presume  that  it  embraced  the  real  as  well  as  the  per- 
sonal property  of  the  testator.  Duhe  of  Cuniberlcmd  v. 
Ormes,  9  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  595.    . 

30.  The  doctrine  of  presumptive  existence,  springing  from 
lapse  of  time  and  attendant  circumstances,  has  no  application 
to  records  and  public  documents,  which  are  suffered  always 
to  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  officers  charged  with  their 
preservation,  and  which  must,  therefore,  be  proved,  or  their 
loss  accounted  for,  and  supplied  by  secondary  evidence. 
BasTcin  v.  Seechrist,  6  Barr,  154. 

31.  The  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  an  in- 
strument.    Graham  v.  O^Fallon.,  4  Mis.  601. 

32.  The  law  presumes  that  an  officer,  who  served  a  replevin 
writ,  took  a  replevin  bond,  although  his  return  does  not  express- 
ly state  the  fact.     ShorcyY.  Hussey,  32  Maine,  (2  Bed.)  579. 

33.  The  presumption  of  payment  arising  from  a  lapse  of 
twenty  years  from  the  date  of  a  bond,  is  rebutted  by  proof  of 
■the  acknowledgment  that  the  bond  is  still  due  and  unpaid, 
by  the  obligor,  after  the  lapse  of  twenty  years.  Ehy  v. 
Eh/,  5  Barr,  435. 

34.  If  the  testimony  of  one  witness  seems  to  contradict 
that  of  another,  but  will  bear  a  construction  which  will  make 
it  consistent,  that  construction,  after  verdict,  should  be  given 
it.     O&ntry  v.  IPKehen,  5  Dana,  34. 
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35.  If  a  record  of  a  judgment  be  lost  and  testimonial 
proof  be  admitted,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  judgment 
was  duly  obtained  on  regular  proceedings.  Tr&pagnier  v. 
Butler,  12  M.  534. 

36.  The  ordinary  presumption,  that  an  officer  has  done  his 
duty,  should  not  be  allowed  to  sustain  a  vital  jurisdictional 
fact ;  but  where  the  main  fact  is  made  out  by  proof,  and 
the  question  is  one  of  time  merely,  this  presumption  may  be 
allowed  to  govern.    Sheldon  v.  Wright,  1  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  39. 

37.  The  date  of  an  instrument  in  writing  is  only  presump- 
tive evidence  of  the  time  of  its  actual  execution.  This  pre- 
sumption, whenever  fraud  or  mistake  is  alleged,  may  be 
rebutted  by  parol  evidence.  Breck  v.  Cole,  Sandf.  Sup. 
Ot.  79. 

38.  In  a  suit  for  killing  plaintiff's  slave,  presumptive  evi- 
dence will  support  a  verdict.  Crawford  v.  Cheney,  3  N. 
S.  143. 

39.  Fraud  cannot  be  presumed,  unless  the  circumstances 
on  which  such  presumption  is  founded  are  so  strong  and 
pregnant  that  no  other  reasonable  conclusion  can  be  drawn 
from  them.    Paxton  v.  Boyce,  1  Texas,  317. 

40.  The  rule,  that  if  a  witness  testify  falsely  as  to  any  one 
material  fact,  the  whole  of  his  testimony  must  be  rejected,  is 
not  of  such  binding  effect  as  to  authorize  the  court  to  instruct 
the  jury,  that  they  cannot  believe  one  part  of  his  statement 
and  disbelieve  another.  This  is  but  a  presumption  of  law, 
and  cases  often  occur  in  wliich  jurors  may  yield  entire  credit 
to  certain  statements  and  disbelieve  others.  Lewis  v.  Hodg- 
don,  5  Shep.  267. 

41.  Where  a  demand  of  payment  on  a  promissory  note  is 
stated,  and  that  notice  was  given  to  the  endorser  on  the 
same  day,  it  may  be  inferred  that  demand  and  notice  were 
made  and  given  according  to  law.  Chewning  v.  Gatewood, 
5  How.-(Mis8.)  552. 

42.  Judicial  proceedings  are  presumed  to  be  regular 
until  the  contrary  be  shown.  Omnia  praesumuntur  rite  et 
solenniter  esse  donee  probetur  in  eontrarium.  Gibson  v. 
Foster,  2  An.  503 ;  Gentile  v.  Foley,  3  An.  146. 

43.  Where  a  person  goes  abroad,  the  presumption  of  his 
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life  ceases  at  the  end  of  seven  years  afterwards,  without  his 
having  been  heard  from.  Cofer  v.  Thurmond^  1  Kelly,  538  ; 
F&rsaith  v.  Olarh,  1  Foster,  (IST.  H.)  409. 

44.  Where  a  person  has  been  absent  seven  years  from  the 
place  of  his  domicil,  his  death  is  presumed  to  have  taken 
place  at  some  time  within  the  seven  years,  and  not  in  all 
cases  at  the  expiration  of  that  period.  The  State  v.  Mo<yre, 
11  Ired.  160. 

46.  The  possession  of  an  order,  by  the  maker  of  a  note, 
drawn  on  him  by  the  payee  thereof,  ia  prima  fade  evidence 
that  he  has  paid  the  order  according  to  its  tenor ;  but  he 
must  prove  its  execution  before  he  can  introduce  it  as  evi- 
dence.    La/ne  v.  Fa/rmer,  8  Eng.  (13  Ark.)  63. 

46.  In  assumpsit  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  proof 
of  an  express  promise  is  not  required.  It  may  be  inferred 
from  circumstances  usually  accompanying  such  a  relation 
between  the  parties.      Whightman  v.  Coates,  15  Mass.  1. 

47.  The  lapse  of  a  number  of  years,  though  less  than  is 
sufficient  for  prescription,  may  afford  a  presumption  of  the 
payment  of  the  debt,  which,  if  supported  by  others,  may 
amount  to  full  proof.     Damenport  v.  Ldhauve^  5  An.  140. 

48.  The  giving  of  a  promissory  note  is  presumptive  evi- 
dence that  the  payee  was  not  at  that  time  indebted  to  the 
maker :  thus,  where  the  maker,  after  he  had  paid  the  note, 
sued  the  executors  of  the  payee  for  a  debt  on  simple  contract 
existing  when  the  note  was  made,  but  it  was  not  shown  for 
what  the  note  was  given,  it  was  held,  that  the  presumption 
of  law  was,  that  all  the  demands  between  the  parties  were 
settled  at  the  date  of  the  note,  and  that  it  was  given  for  the 
balance  due  from  the  maker  to  the  payee.  De  Freest  v. 
Bloomingdale,  5  Deuio,  304. 

49.  A  fire  is  presumed  to  have  been  caused  by  the  act  of 
man,  rather  than  by  the  act  of  God.  Miller  v.  Steam  Nawr 
gation  Co.,  Court  of  Appeals,  (Selden,)  April,  1853.  ■ 

50.  The  deed  of  two  trustees  ran  in  the  name  of  the  three. 
Held,  as  against  the  grantee,  that  the  third  trustee  must  be 
presumed  to  have  been  living  at  the  time.  Eidgley  v. 
Johnson,  11  Barb.  627. 

51.  Where  there  was  a  contract  to  locate  land  and  procure 
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a  patent,  and  the  locator  proved  that  he  caused  the  patent 
to  be  issued,  and  paid  the  dues  and  fees,  the  court  instructed 
the  jury  that  they  might  infer  that  he  procured  the  location 
and  survey  to  be  made.     Oldham  v.  Oldham,  12  Texas,  18, 

52.  There  ia  no  legal  presumption  that  a  child  was  born 
alive,  and  a  person  claiming  from  it  by  descent  is  bound  to 
prove  the  fact.    Ma/rselles  v.  ThaWriTner,  2  Paige,  35. 

63.  Where  an  account  is  at  once  received  by  a  party 
without  objection,  it  becomes  an  account  stated,  and  it  can 
only  be  contradicted  by  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence. 
Copwood  V.  Bolton,  26  Miss.  212. 

54.  When  it  appears  that  a  note  has  been  paid,  the  pre- 
sumption is,  that  it  was  paid  on  the  day  it  fell  due.  An- 
drews V.  Bond,  16  Barb.  633. 

55.  Where  an  instrument  is  offered  in  evidence,  in  which 
an  interlineation  has  been  made,  and  there  is  no  evidence, 
either  from  the  appearance  of  the  note  or  otherwise,  as  to 
when  the  interlineation  was  made,  it  must  be  presumed  to 
have  been  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  instrument. 
Walters  v.  Short,  5  Gilm.  252. 

56.  Although  mere  absence  of  a  person  from  his  place  of 
residence  does  not  raise  a  presumption  of  his  death  until  after 
a  lapse  of  seven  years,  without  his  being  heard  from,  yet  his 
absence  for  a  much  less  space  of  time  without  his  being  heard 
from,  in  connection  with  other  circumstances,  will  raise  such 
presumption.     Wkite  v.  Mam,n,  26  Maine,  (13  Shep.)  361. 

57.  Proof  by  one  that  he  had  a  judgment  against  an  indi- 
vidual for  ten  years,  and  had  used  all  diligence  to  recover  it 
without  being  able  to  do  so,  raises  the  presumption  of  his 
insolvency.    Beynolds  v.  Phwrr,  9  Ala.  560. 

58.  False  representations  proved  to  have  been  made  by  a 
vendor  to  a  vendee,  before  contracting,  and  about  the  subject 
matter  of  the  contract,  are  presumed  to  have  been  relied  upon 
by  the  vendee,  unless  it  otherwise  appears.  MolhrooTc  v. 
Burt,  22  Pick.  546. 

69.  A  clerk,  who  is  dead,  and  who  made  certain  entries  on 
the  books  of  his  employer,  will  be  presumed  to  have  delivered 
the  goods  as  charged.     Olarh  v.  Magruder,  2  Har.  &  J.  77. 

60.  An  inquisition  of  lunacy,  if  properly  taken,  is  but  pre- 
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sumptiye  proof  against  persons  not  parties  or  privies.    Rippy 
V.  Oant,  4  Ired.  Eq.  443. 

61.  A  person  is  presumed  to  know  the  legal  effect  of  his 
contract.    Mears  v.  Oraham,  8  Blackf.  144. 

62.  A  receipt  for  rent,  arising  at  a  subsequent  period,  is 
presumptive  evidence  that  all  rent  previously  accrued  had 
been  paid.    Decker  v.  Livingston,  15  Johns.  479. 

63.  A  deed  of  gift  to  a  married  woman  will  be  presumed 
to  be  in  the  custody  of  her  husband,  during  his  life,  and  after 
his  death,  of  his  personal  representatives.  McLam  v.  Smith, 
17  Mis.  (2  Bennett,)  49. 

64.  Though,  on  a  trial  involving  the  validity  of  a  tax  sale, 
a  part  only  of  the  requisite  proofs  are  positive  and  direct, 
yet,  if  the  suit  be  brought  more  than  thirty  years  after  the 
sale,  the  jury  are  at  liberty  to  presume  that  the  tax  was  duly 
authorized  and  assessed,  and  that  all  the  other  proceedings 
requisite  to  the  validity  of  the  sale  were  properly  had.  Free- 
mcm  V.  Thayer,  33  Maine,  (3  Ked.)  76. 

65.  A  note  signed  Christ.  A.  will  support  a  declaration 
against  Christopher  A.;  the  court  will  take  judicial  notice 
of  such  common  abbreviations.  Weaver  v.  MoElhenon,  13 
Mis.  89. 

^%.  "Where  a  note  was  altered  by  erasing  the  ■^oi:&.  jvrst, 
and  inserting  over  it  the  word  second,  so  as  to  make  the  dif- 
ference of  one  day  in  the  time  of  payment,  the  court  refused 
to  presume  that  the  alteration  was  made  after  the  execution 
of  the  note.     Sayre  v.  Reynolds,  2  South.  737. 

67.  Presumption  is  allowed  to  prove  facts,  arising  from 
circumstances  which  could  not  have  existed  unless  such  fects 
had  pre-existed.     Frost  v.  Brown,  2  Bay,  133. 

68.  If  a  man  presents  a  gun  at  another,  within  shooting 
distance,  it  is  a  legal  presumption  that  the  gun  was  loaded  • 
and  it  devolves  on  the  accused  to  prove  that  it  was  not 
loaded,  and  that  he  knew  it  was  not.     Caldwell  v.  The  State 
5  Texas,  18. 

69.  Where  the  proprietors  of  adjoining  lots  of  land  agree 
upon  a  dividing  line  between  them,  the  presumption  is  that 
it  is  the  true  line,  according  to  the  original  location  of  the 
lots.    Spa/rhawTci  v.  Bullard,  1  Met.  95. 
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70.  The  possession  of  the  note  by  the  payee  is,  unless  the 
contrary  appears,  evidence  that  he  is  the  honafide  holder  of 
it.     BrinMey  v.  Going,  Breese,  288. 

71.  A  recital,  in  an  ancient  deed  or  will,  of  any  antecedent 
deed  or  documents  consistent  with  its  provisions,  will,  after 
the  lapse  of  a  long  pei-iod  of  time,  be  presumptive  proof  of 
the  former  existence  of  such  deed  or  document ;  more  espe- 
cially where  no  deed,  declaration,  act  or  claim  is  shown  to 
rebut  such  presumption.     Fuller  v.  Saxton,  1  Spencer,  61. 

72.  It  will  be  presumed  that  a  person  in  authority  has  done 
his  duty,  until  the  contrary  appears.  Dollarhide  v.  Musca- 
tine County,  1  Iowa,  (Greene,)  158. 

73.  Where  a  trial  is  had  withoiit  a  jury,  and  the  record 
does  not  show  that  a  party  demanded  one,  the  presumption 
is  that  the  right  was  waived.     Wilson  v.  Light,  4  Pike,  158. 

74.  It  is  presumed  that  an  officer  has  been  duly  appointed 
and  qualified  in  cases  in  which  he  is  a  party  to  the  record, 
if  it  is  shown  that  he  has  previously  acted  in  the  discharge 
of  the  diities  of  such  office ;  and  this  presumption  remains 
until  it  is  removed  by  evidence.  Hutchings  v.  Yan  BoTckelen, 
34  Maine,  (4  Eed.)  126. 

75.  The  law  presumes  that  an  instrument  was  executed  the 
day  it  bears  date  ;  but  parol  testimony  is  admissible  to  show 
that  it  was  in  fact  executed  on  a  different  day.  Alrams  v. 
Pomeray,  13  111.  133. 

76.  Eresumption  of  a  loss  of  a  paper  may  arise  from  lapse 
of  time,  which  wiU  be  taken  into  account  in  determining  the 
question  of  diligence  in  the  search.  Vaughn  v.  Biggers,  6 
Geo.  188. 

77.  When  it  appears  by  the  record  that  the  cause  was 
submitted  to  the  court  by  consent  of  parties,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  was  waived.  Saum  v. 
Jones  County,  1  Iowa,  (Greene,)  165. 

78.  In  an  action  for  breach  of  marriage  contract,  the  state- 
ment of  A.,  in  the  presence  of  B.,  "  that  she  was  ready  to 
marry  him,  and  that  she  had  made  preparations  for  the  oc- 
casion, and  that  she  was  as  ready  as  she  ever  would  be,"  was 
held  to  be  evidence  from  which  a  jury  might  infer  an  offer  of 
marriage.     Oreen  v-.  Spencer,  3  Mis.  318. 
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Y9.  Strong  presumptive  circumstances  of  fraud  will  out- 
weigh positive  testimony  against  it.  The  Short  StwpLe,  1  Gallis. 
104. 

80.  A  title  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  been  perfected, 
where  deeds  showing  a  defective  title  are  produced.  Owings 
V.  Norwood^  2  Har.  &  J.  96. 

81.  Identity  of  name  ]s  prima  facie  evidence  of  identity  of 
person.     Oitt  v.  Watson,  18  Mis.  (3  Bennett,)  274. 

82.  A  possession  of  thirty  years  is  sufficient  to  authorize  a 
jury  in  presuming  a  deed.     M''Nair  v.  Hunt,  5  Mis.  300, 

83.  Courts  will  not  presume  any  fact  that  works  a  forfeit- 
ure of  an  estate.  The  State  v.  Atkinson,  24  Vt.  (1  Deane,)  448. 

84.  If  two  persons  be  in  the  joint  possession  of  property, 
and  one  alone  has  the  title,  the  law  will  refer  the  possession 
to  the  title.     The  Qovernor  v.  Campbell,  17  Ala.  566. 

86.  The  defendant's  poverty  and  insolvency  is  evidence 
going  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  payment.  Farmer^  JBank 
V.  Leonard,  4  Harring.  536. 

86.  "When  a  process  was  seasonably  issued,  but  it  did  not 
appear,  from  the  officer's  return,  on  what  day  the  attachment 
was  levied,  it  was  held,  that  it  would  be  presumed  that  it  was 
served  in  due  time ;  and,  if  such  were  not  the  case,  tlie  de- 
fendant should  take  advantage  of  it  by  plea  in  abatement. 
Boyd  V.  Buckingham,  10  Humph.  434. 

87.  Legal  presumptions  generally  apply  to  facts  of  a  tran- 
sitory character,  the  proper  evidence  of  which  is  not  usually 
preserved  with  care ;  but  not  to  records  or  public  documents, 
in  the  custody  of  officers  charged  with  their  preservation, 
unless  proved  to  have  been  lost  or  destroyed.  Brunswick  v. 
M'Kean,  4  Greenleaf,  508. 

88.  Where  a  deed  conveying  land  is  of  doubtful  construc- 
tion as  to  the  boundaries,  the  construction  given  by  the 
parties  themselves,  as  shown  by  their  acts  and  admissions,  is 
deemed  to  be  the  true  one,  unless  the  contrary  be  clearly 
shown.    Stone  v.  Glark,  1  Met.  378. 

89.  The  mark  of  a  person's  initials  on  cotton,  and  its  being 
in  the  possession  of  his  factor,  zre.  prima  facie  evidence  that 
he  is  the  owner.     Bdbinson  v.  Taylor,  6  Lou.  397. 

90.  Every  man  is  presumed  to  have  consented  to  all  the 
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necessary  legal  consequences  of  his  actions.  Frank  v.  Ponell, 
11  Lou.  601. 

91.  Where  two  incumber  their  several  lands  by  one  mort- 
gage, the  debt  is,  presumptively,  the  debt  of  both  equally. 
Hoyt  V.  Doughty,  4  Sandf.  462. 

92.  If  the  name  of  a  subscribing  witness  and  of  an  obligor 
be  the  same,  there  is  no  presumption  of  their  identity.  4 
Jackson  v.  Christman,  "Wend.  277. 

93.  Presumption  of  the  regularity  of  proceedings  before  a 
justice  is  very  strong.  Stafford  v.  Williams  et.  al.,  4  Denio, 
182. 

94.  The  law  presumes  against  the  slightest  violations  of 
duty,  in  the  business  and  other  relations  of  private  life. 
Starr  v.  Peck,  1  Hill,  270. 

95.  In  a  case  under  ]^ew-Tork  insolvent  laws,  the  court 
would  presume  the  law  of  Massachusetts  to  be  the  same  as 
our  own.    SherillY.  Hopkins,  1  Cowen,  103. 

96.  Our  courts  assume  that  the  law  regulating  interest  is 
the  same  as  our  own.  Hosfard  v.  Nichols,  1  Paige,  220 ; 
Leavenworth  v.  JSa/rolay,  2  Hill,  201. 

97.  An  act  is  presumed  to  be  lawful.  If,  in  A.'s  action 
against  B.,  on  an  account,  he  proves  sales  of  spirituous  liquors 
to  B.,  in  quantities  less  than  five  gallons,  it  will  be  presumed 
that  he  had  a  grocer's  license.    Smith  v.  Joyce,  12  Barb.  21. 

98.  "Where  a  non-residence  at  a  given  time  is  proven,  it  is 
presumed  to  continue.    Nixon  v.  Palmer,  10  Barb.  175. 

99.  The  presiimption  as  to  a  paid  check  is,  that  it  was  paid 
with  funds  of  the  drawer.  White  v.  AmUev,  Court  of  Ap- 
peals, (Selden,)  April,  1853. 

100.  A  survey  made  and  returned,  and  having  every 
appearance  of  regularity,  must  be  taken  as  regular  until  the 
contrary  is  shown.    Harris  v.  Burcham,,  1  "Wash.  0.  C.  191. 

101.  The  presumption  of  the  correctness  of  official  action  is 
a  general  one,  and  applies  to  most  acts  of  an  official  or  minis- 
terial character.     Wray  v.  Ho-ya-pa-nvbhy,  10  S.  &  M.  452. 

102.  Where  a  husband,  wife  and  daughter  perished  at  sea 
by  the  same  disaster,  and  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  who 
waa  the  survivor,  it  was  held,  that  there  was  no  presumption 
of  law  that  the  daughter  survived  the  mother ;  but  it  seems 


138  PEESUMPTIVE  EVIDENCE. 

that  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  husband  survived  his  wife. 
Mochring  v.  Mitchell,  1  Barb.  Oh.  E.  264. 

103.  It  is  a  presumption,  so  violent  that  it  must  be  repelled 
by  proof,  that  an  intestate  has  left  heirs.  Harvey  v.  Thorn- 
ton, 14  111.  21T. 

104.  A  receipt  for  rent  for  a  quarter,  or  other  definite 
period,  carries  with  it  the  presumption  of  the  payment  of  the 
previous  rent.     Brewer  v.  Knajpjp,  1  Pick.  332. 

105.  An  agreement  found  in  the  record,  signed  by  the 
counsel  in  the  case,  will,  after  an  appearance  and  trial  in  the 
court  below,  be  presumed  to  have  been  proved  to  have  been 
executed  by  them  ;  otherwise,  if  the  judgment  is  by  default. 
Moore  v.  Briggs,  14  Ala.  YOO. 

106.  Where,  in  a  suit  on  a  will,  the  death  of  one  of  the 
parties,  interested  in  remainder,  was  informally  suggested, 
but  there  was  no  admission  or  proof  of  the  fact,  it  was  held, 
that  it  could  not  be  noticed  by  the  court.  Settle  v.  Settle,  10 
Humph.  474. 

107.  "Where  parties  had  been  in  possession  of  slaves  during 
a  period  of  twenty-five  years,  all  things  necessary  to  give  the 
parties  in  possession  a  perfect  title,  would  be  presumed  from 
the  lapse  of  time.    Sims  v.  Aughtery,  4  Strobh.  Eq.  103. 

108.  "Where  a  person"  is  bound  to  do  a  certain  act,  the 
omission  of  which  would  be  a  culpable  neglect  of  duty,  the 
performance  of  it  will  be  presumed,  unless  the  contrary  is 
proved.     Hartwell  v.  Eoot,  19  Johns.  345. 

109.  Presumptive  evidence  should  not  be  rejected  because 
it  is  not  sufficient  of  itself  to  produce  conviction.  Brander 
V.  Ferriday,  16  Lou.  296. 

110.  The  acts  of  an  officer,  having  competent  authority, 
may  be  presumed  to  be  in  conformity  with  law,  and  as  afford- 
ing proof  of  the  facts  on  which  such  action  was  founded ; 
but  when  done  in  the  exercise  of  usurped  powers,  they  .are 
not  only  null,  but  raise  no  such  presumption.  Houston  v. 
Perry,  3  Texas,  390. 

111.'  The  court  will  presume,  after  a  long  lapse  of  time, 
under  peculiar  circumstances,  that  a  certificate  of  sale  of 
land  was  given,  and  that  the  consideration  for  such  certifi- 
cate has  been  paid.    Jeff&rson  County  v.  Ferguson,  13  111.  33. 
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112.  An  inferior  court  will  be  presumed  to  have  acted 
correctly  upon  a  subject-matter  within  its  jurisdiction. 
M'Grews  v.  M'Grews,  1  Stew.  &  Port.  30. 

113.  The  possession  of  a  bill  of  lading,  like  that  of  a  bill  of 
exchange,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  title;  and,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  contradictory  evidence,  will  entitle  an  intervening 
claimant  to  bond  the  property  seized  by  attachment.  Parle 
V.  Porter,  2  K.  342. 

114.  No  man  is  ever  presumed  to  have  relinquished  his 
rights  or  to  have  given  a  gratuity.  Nemo  praesumitur  do- 
nare.  Oamfrancq  v.  Pilie,  1  An.  19Y  ;  Oreen  v.  Fonbene, 
2  An.  957. 

115.  A  man  who  was  a  professional  gambler  twenty  months 
ago,  is  presumed  to  be  one  now.  MoMahon  v.  Harrison,  2 
Selden,  (E".  Y.)  443. 

116.  Possession  of  land  is  evidence  of  title,  to  be  left  to  a 
jury.      Wendell  v.  Blamchard,  2  E".  H.  456. 

117.  It  is  a  reasonable  presumption,  that  those  who  are 
dealing  in  articles  of  commerce,  especially  those  who  pur- 
chase by  wholesale  from  the  importers,  are  acquainted  with 
the  different  names  by  which  such  articles  are  known  to  the 
commercial  world.    Moore  v.  Pes  Arts,  2  Barb.  Oh.  P.  636. 

118.  The  admission  of  the  insured  in  his  premium  note,  of 
the  policy,  its  number  and  date,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  existence  of  the  policy  for  the  purposes  of  a  trial,  unless 
the  existence  of  the  policy  is  denied  by  a  special  plea,  or 
notice  of  defence  under  the  statute.  Way  v.  Billings,  2 
Mich.  (Gibbs.)  397. 

119.  Whether  possession  is  adverse  or  not,  is  always  a 
question  of  fact  to  be  ascertained  by  the  jury.  Jffill  v.  Crosby, 
2  Pick.  466,  467. 

120.  When  the  petition  states  a  good  cause  of  action,  and 
the  verdict  is  for  the  plaintiff,  and  no  statement  of  the  facts 
is  presented,  the  presumption  is  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  Zinn  v.  Montross, 
5  Texas,  510. 

121.  The  possession  by  an  obligor  of  a  bond,  who  is  a 
surety  in  the  bond,  creates  a  presumption  in  law  that  it  has 
been  paid.     Carroll  v.  Bowie,  7  Gill,  34. 
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122.  Evidence  that  the  keeper  of  a  grocery  sold  liquor,  and 
that  it  was  drank  upon  his  premises,  is  presumptive  evidence 
that  it  was  drank  with  his  consent.  Oasey  v.  The  State,  6 
Mis.  646. 

123.  "Where  litigants  withhold  the  evidence  by  which  the 
nature  of  their  case  would  be  manifested,  every  presumption 
to  their  disadvantage  will  be  adopted,  omnia  jpraesumuntur 
contra  spoUatorem.  N.  0.  Draining  Co.  v.  De  Lizardi,  2 
An.  281. 

124.  The  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  legality  of  a  trans- 
action. That  on  taking  a  mortgage  for  $750  and  interest, 
the  mortgagee  pays  the  mortgagor  $700,  raises  no  pre- 
sumption of  usury.  Booth  v.  Snesey,  Court  of  Appeals, 
(Seldeu,)  July,  1853. 

126.  Where  an  action  is  brought  upon  a  promissory  note, 
drawn  in  the  ordinary  form,  but  under  seal,  proof  of  the 
maker's  signature  is  also  presumptive  evidence  that  the  note 
was  sealed,  although  nothing  is  stated  in  the  body  thereof 
indicating  that  it  is  sealed.  Merritt  v.  Cornell,  1  Smith's  C. 
P.  E.  335. 

126.  Where  a  sealed  instrument  contains  the  words,  "  wit- 
ness my  hand  and  seal,"  or  others  of  similar  import,  or  has 
an  attestation  clause,  "  sealed  and  delivered,"  the  seal  will 
be  presumed  to  have  been  affixed  before  signing.  1  Smith's 
C.  P.  E.  335. 

127.  Where  a  sealed  instrument  expressly  purports  to  be 
signed,  but  has  no  words  indicating  a  seal,  as  where  it  con- 
tains simply  "  witness  my  hand,"  the  presumption  is  that  it 
was  not  sealed  before  signing,  and  the  sealing  must  be  proved. 
1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  335. 

128.  The  giving  of  a  promissory  note  is  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  an  accounting  and  settlement  of  all  demands  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  that  the  maker  was  indebted  to  the 
payee  upon  such  settlement  to  the  amount  of  the  note.  Lake 
V.  Tyson,  2  Selden,  (N.  Y.)  461. 

129.  The  construction  and  legal  effect  of  a  Scotch  testa- 
mentary settlement  of  real  estate,  in  the  absence  of  any 
proof  of  the  Scotch  law,  was  settled  and  determined  in  confor- 
mity with  our  law.  Monroe  v.  Douglass,  1  Selden,  (IST.  T.)  447. 
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130.  In  an  action  for  enticing  away  a  man's  wife,  actual 
proof  of  the  marriage  is  not  necessary ;  cohabitation,  reputa- 
tion and  the  admission  of  the  parties  is  sufficient.  Soherjpf 
V.  Szadeozky^  1  Abbott,  366. 

131.  The  admission  of  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  and 
his  alleged  wife  were  married  is  sufficient,  without  formal 
proof  of  marriage.     Ih. 

132.  On  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  proof  of  an  actual 
marriage  is  necessary.  Oahagan  v.  The  Peo;ple,  1  Parker's 
Cr.  378. 

133.  Presumptions  cannot  be  permitted  where  there  is 
hostility  to  the  allowed  principles  of  the  established  law. 

Vinyard  \.  Passalaigue,  2  Strobh.  536. 

134.  S.  being  entitled  to  an  assignment  of  a  judgment, 
it  was  assigned,  at  his  request,  to  B.  The  presumption 
is,  that  B.  was  a  purchaser  for  value  and  not  a  trustee  for  S. 
Eno  V.  Croolce,  Court  of  Appeals,  (Selden,)  April,  1854. 

135.  If  a  man,  by  his  own  tortious  acts,  withholds  the  evi- 
dence by  which  his  case  would  be  manifested,  every  presump- 
tion to  his  disadvantage  will  be  adopted.  Armory  v.  De- 
lancie,  1  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  5th  American  Ed.  470. 

136.  Fraud  will  not  be  presumed  except  in  cases  of  insol- 
vency and  bankruptcy.  In  these  cases  the  admissions  of  the 
insolvent  in  favor  of  certain  creditors,  however  evidenced, 
are  presumed  to  be  fictitious,  and  made  with  the  deliberate 
view  of  eluding  the  rights  of  the  other  creditors  ;  and  courts 
should  act  on  this  presumption  of  fraud,  when  supported  by 
corroborating  evidence.  Boismare  v.  Creditors,  8  Lou.  320  ; 
Oedle  V.  St.  Denis,  14  Lou.  184 ;  Cassidy  v.  Creditm^s,  2 
E.47. 

137.  A  will  purporting  to  pass  the  land,  offered  as  evidence 
in  a  case  of  ejectment,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  attested 
by  two  witnesses,  yet  if  the  record  of  its  proof  merely  states 
that  it  was  proved,  without  giving  the  evidence,  the  legal 
presumption  is,  that  it  was  established  by  proof  that  it  was 
wholly  in  the  handwriting  of  the  testator.  Stevenson  v.  Hud- 
dleston,  13  B.  Mon.  308. 

138.  Letters  or  private  papers,  written  by  a  third  person, 
are  excluded,  because  their  cohtents  are  inferior  to  the  testi- 
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mony  of  the  individual  by  whom  they  were  written.      Vasse 
V.  Miffiin,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  519. 

139.  In  an  action  on  a  note  by  the  endorsee  against  the 
endorser,  the  plaintiff  offered  a  memorandum  of  the  notary's 
clerk  to  prove  search  for  the  maker  and  notice  to  the  endorser ; 
the  clerk  having  left  for  a  foreign  port  some  few  days  before 
the  trial,  this  was  held  inadmissible,  the  memorandum  being 
no  evidence.  The  protest  of  the  note,  showing  due  diligence, 
was  also  holden  to  be  a  mere  memorandum,  and  therefore 
inadmissible.     Cummings  v.  Fisher,  Anth.  N.  P.  C.  1. 

140.  "Where  a  deed  was  produced,  purporting  to  have  been 
acknowledged  before  a  person  styling  himself  a  justice  of  the 
Common  Pleas,  this  was  held  suificient,  jprima  facie,  that  he 
was  such  till  the  contrary  should  appear.  Lessee  of  Willvnk 
V.  Miles,  1  Peters'  0.  0.  429. 

141.  In  assumpsit,  by  the  officers  of  a  revenue  cutter,  to 
recover  their  proportion  of  a  forfeiture,  incurred  by  a  breach 
of  the  non-intercourse  law,  against  the  collector,  it  was  held 
that  the  officers  need  not  produce  their  commissions,  for 
proof  that  they  acted  as  such  was  sufficient.  Sawyer  et  al.  v. 
Steele,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  464. 

142.  In  an  action  of  assumpsit,  to  recover  the  value  of  arti- 
cles withheld,  and  to  recover  back  money  paid  for  such  as 
were  defective,  in  a  purchase  made  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
defendant,  of  a  ship  and  many  articles  contained  in  her,  it 
was  held,  that  tlie  plaintiff  ought  to  have  produced  tlie  bill 
of  sale,  as  the  highest  evidence  of  the  property  conveyed 
and  the  covenants  contained  in  it.  Allen  v.  Potter,  2 
M'Oord,  323. 

143.  The  secondary  evidence,  however,  must,  in  all  cases, 
be  in  itself  competent,  for  the  rule  is  never  so  far  relaxed  as 
to  allow  evidence  to  be  given  intrinsically  illegal,  as  hearsay, 
for  instance,  merely  because  a  party  happens  to  be  so  un- 
fortunately situated  that  it  is  the  best  of  which  his  case  is 
susceptible.    2  Ev.  Pothier,  147. 

144.  Where  an  action  was  brought  for  goods  sold,  and  the 
plaintiff  offered  proof  that  the  entries  in  his  books,  charging 
the  defendant  with  the  goods,  were  made  by  his  clerk,  who 
had  gone  to  the  West  Indies,.held,  that  such  evidence  was 
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not  competent  to  establish  the  claim.    Kennedy  v.  Fairman, 
1  Hayw.  458. 

145.  The  rule  does  not  operate  in  any  case  to  exclude  evi- 
dence, merely  hecanse  it  is  not  all,  nor  the  most  satisfactory 
which  might  be  adduced,  when  the  evidence  offered  and 
that  which  is  withheld  is  all  of  the  same  general  quality  or 
grade.    3  Stark.  Ev.  391. 

146.  If  incompetent  evidence  is  given,  without  objection, 
of  the  facts  necessary  to  admit  a  deed,  the  deed  shall  be  read, 
notwithstanding  the  objections  made  to  it,  unless  the  objec- 
tion be  extended  to  the  introductory  evidence.  M^Oonnell 
V.  Bawdry's  Heirs,  4  Monroe,  407. 

147.  No  rule  of  law  requires  all  the  evidence,  or  the 
strongest  evidence  of  the  matter  in  dispute  ;  but  only  that  is 
excluded,  which,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  supposes  evi- 
dence superior  in  quality  or  grade  behind,  in  the  power  of 
the  party.     Barnum  v.  Barnum,  9  Conn.  242. 

148.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff,  for  taking  insufficient 
sureties  in  a  replevin  bond,  which  he  had  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff,  h^ld,  that  the  assignment  dispensed  with  proof  of 
the  execution  of  the  bond.  Barnes  v.  Lucas,  Ey.  &  Mo. 
264. 

149.  Where  a  father  had  a  deed  written  of  certain  negroes 
to  his  children,  and  immediately  after  delivery  of  the  negroes, 
executed  the  deed ;  in  trover,  brought  by  such  children  for 
the  negroes,  held,  that  they  must  produce  the  deed  as  the 
best  evidence.     Foster  v.  Cherry,  2  Nott  &  M'Cord,  367. 

150.  In  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  the  misfeasance  of 
his  deputy,  the  admission  of  the  sheriff  is  sufficient  evidence 
of  the  deputation,  without  producing  the  deputation  or  war- 
rant under  which  he  acted.  Deliesseline  v.  Bunch,  1  Harp. 
226. 

151.  Proof  that  an  individual  had  executed  and  returned 
a  writ  directed  to  him  as  coroner,  has  been  held  sufficient 
evidence  of  his  being  commissioned  as  such,  without  proof 
of  his  commission.  Young  v.  The  Commonwealth,  6  Binn. 
88. 

152.  The  acknowledgment  of  a  party  that  he  had  executed 
a  written  contract,  not  under  seal,  dispenses  with  the  necessity 
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of  producing  the  subscribing  witness.    HcUl  v.  PheVps,  2 
Johns.  451. 

153.  Where  defendants  claim  title  to  certain  property 
under  an  act  sous  semg  jprive,  dated  on  a  particular  day  at 
Baton  Eouge,  and  the  plaintiffs  show,  that  on  that  yery  day, 
in  another  state,  lYO  miles  distant,  the  same  vendor  executed 
a  power  of  attorney  to  the  same  vendee  before  a  magistrate, 
this  fact,  connected  with  other  suspicious  circumstances, 
will  be  deemed  presumptive  evidence  of  fraud  and  peijury. 
Xeys  V.  Powell,  7  Lou.  146. 

154.  When  a  party,  having  two  capacities,  takes  possession 
of  the  property  of  a  succession,  and  a  question  arises  as  to 
which  he  holds  under,  the  legal  presumption  will  be,  that  he 
takes  in  the  capacity  authorized  by  law.  Seliy  v.  Bass,  19 
Lou.  499. 

155.  Where  a  simulation  in  a  sale  is  charged  by  the  pos- 
sessors of  property,  who  were  not  parties  to  the  sale,  the  jury 
will  be  supported  in  their  verdict,  finding  the  simulation 
by  presumptive  and  circumstantial  evidence.  Oravier  v. 
OulUon,  11  Lou.  276. 

156.  Where  in  an  action  to  recover  certain  slaves  it 
is  proved  that  defendant  got  possession  of  them  ille- 
gally and  fraudulently,  and  was  the  last  person  seen  in 
possession  of  them,  they  will  be  presumed  to  be  still  in 
his  possession.  The  burden  of  proving  that  he  has  parted 
with  the  possession  is  on  him.  Drummond  v.  Clinton  R.  Co., 
1  E.  234. 

157.  The  effect  of  a  legal  presumption  is,  to  relieve  the 
party  in  whose  favor  it  exists  from  the  necessity  of  making 
any  proof;  but  this  presumption  may  be  destroyed  by  proof 
that  the  fact  is  otherwise  than  the  law  presumes.  Aliter,  as 
to  presumptions  juris  et  de  jure,  against  which  no  proof  can 
be  admitted.  Succession  of  Tilghman,  7  E.  387  ;  Dugas  v. 
Estiletts,  5  An,  560. 

158.  The  acts  of  an  officer,  to  whom  a  public  duty  is 
assigned  by  his  king,  within  the  sphere  of  that  duty  are, 
prima  facie,  taken  to  be  within  his  power,  and  he  who  con- 
troverts a  grant  executed  by  lawful  authority,  takes  on  him- 
self the  burden  of  proving  that  the  officer  has  transcended 
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the  powers  bestowed.     Bevall  y.   Chqppin,  15  Lou.  566 ; 
Bmis  Y.  Police  Jury,  1  An.  295. 

159.  "When  one  has  been  appointed  curator  of  an  interdict- 
ed person,  agreeably  to  a  designation  by  a  family  meeting, 
and  given  security  according  to  law,  and  has  been  recognised 
as  such  throughout  all  the  proceedings,  he  will  not  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  omitted  to  take  the  oath  required  by  law, 
from  the  mere  absence  of  any  mention  of  it  in  the  transcript 
of  the  record.    Ball  v.  Ball,  15  Lou.  173. 

160.  Where  a  note  is  signed  by  the  mark  of  the  maker,  he 
not  being  able  to  write,  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the 
subscribing  witness,  and  that  he  is  dead,  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence upon  which  to  confirm  a  judgment  by  default.  It 
is  to  be  presumed  that  the  deceased  was  a  man  of  honesty, 
until  the  contrary  be  at  least  suggested.  Ohaffe  v.  Cwpp,  5 
An.  685. 

161.  After  issue  joined,  suitors  are  presumed  to  be  always 
in  court,  attending  to  their  business,  either  in  persdn  or  by 
their  counsel,  and  are  consequently  bound  to  notice  the  steps 
taken  in  their  cases.    Kohn  v.  Wagner,  1  E.  275. 

162.  Where  an  injunction  has  been  obtained  to  arrest  an 
execution,  but  the  want  of  the  notice  of  seizure  required  by 
article  654  of  the  Code  of  Practice  is  not  made  one  of  the 
grounds  of  injunction,  and  no  evidence  in  relation  to  it  ap- 
pears in  the  record,  the  officer  charged  with  the  execution  of 
the  order  of  seizure  will  be  presumed  to  have  done  his  duty. 
Dunlwp  V.  Sims,  2  An.  239. 

163.  The  law  raises  no  presumption  of  fraud  from  the  fact 
that  the  vendor  and  vendee  were  brothers-in-law.  Allard  v. 
Allard,  6  E.  320. 

164.  Payment  of  some  of  the  instalments  of  the  price  to 
plaintiff ;  occupation  of  the  premises  ten  years  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  plaintiff ;  having  them  surveyed,  and  building 
a  house  thereon,  all  taken  together  furnish  circumstantial  or 
presumptive  proof  of  ownership,  when  the  written  title  is 
shown  to  be  lost.     Gravier  v.  Hajyp,  12  Lou.  162. 

165.  The  Spanish  government  recognised  verbal  as  well 
as  written  grants ;  and  after  continued  possession  of  land  for 
nearly  half  a  century,  and  a  partial  destruction  of  the  ar- 
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chives  of  the  province,  if  a  written  grant  were  necessary,  the 
court,  from  the  evidence  before  it,  would  presume  one. 
Landry  v.  Martm,  16  Lou.  1. 

1'66.  "Where  the  judge  before  whom  an  action  on  a  twelve 
months'  bond  was  tried,  was  sworn  as  a  witness  to  prove  a 
signature,  but  the  record  omits  to  state  the  name  of  the 
person  whose  signature  he  was  sworn  to  prove,  though  it 
show  that  judgment  was  rendered  by  the  same  judge  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  person,  the  proof 
of  whose  signature  was  essential  to  a  recovery,  was  the  one 
whose  signature  was  actually  proved.  Coons  v.  Oraham,  12 
E.  206. 

167.  "Where  the  defendant  denied  that  the  note  on  which 
he  was  sued  was  signed  by  him,  or  by  any  one  having 
authority  from  him,  and  two  witnesses  testified  that  he  had 
admitted  the  note  to  be  genuine,  and  to  have  been  given  for 
a  partnership  transaction,  judgment  was  rendered  against 
him.     Montelvus  v.  Gloman,  16  Lou.  3T5. 

168.  "Where  a  plaintiff,  who  claimed  to  recover  for  services 
rendered,  gives  his  promissory  note  to  the  defendant  long 
after  the  rendering  of  the  services,  and  pays  it  when  it  falls 
due,  it  creates  a  presumption  that  no  previous  indebtedness 
existed  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff;  but  this 
presumption  may  be  rebutted,  e.  g.,  by  showing  that  the  note 
was  given  for  a  temporary  loan.  Duguid  v.  Ogilvie,  1  Ab- 
bott, 145. 

169.  A  judgment  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  rendered 
on  proper  evidence  having  been  produced ;  therefore,  judg- 
ment ordering  execution  to  issue  in  the  name  of  one  ap- 
pointed executor  in  another  state,  must  be  presumed  to  have 
been  rendered  upon  due  proof  that  the  will  had  been  pre- 
sented to  a  court  of  probates  in  this  state,  and  its  execution 
ordered.    Dangerfield  v.  Thruston^  8  IST.  S.  236. 

170.  Where  the  existence  of  a  relation  or  subject-mattei 
has  been  once  established,  its  continuance  will  be  presumed, 
but  not  its  pre-existence.  Thus,  from  the  fact  that  a  person 
was  qualified  to  act  as  a  justice  of  the  peace  at  a  particular 
date,  the  court  wiU  not  presume  that  he  was  qualified  so  to  act 
at  a  period  anterior  to  that  date.    BmeUi  v.  Jjytle,  4  An.  658. 
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171.  After  the  lapse  of  twenty  years,  the  legal  presump- 
tion is  in  favor  of  the  acts  of  sheriffs.  Brosnaham  v.  Tur- 
ner, 16  Lou.  433. 

172.  In  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  an  order  directing  a  sheriff  to  sell  property  of 
a  succession,  was  regularly  issued.  Suooession  of  Wads- 
worth,  2  An.  966. 

173.  The  presumptions,  not  established  by  law  but  left  to 
the  discretion  of  the  judge,  must  be  weighty,  precise  and 
consistent.  C.  C.  1,810,  2,267.  The  Imown  fact  on  which 
the  presumption  reposes  must  draw  with  it  the  unknown  fact 
as  an  almost  necessary  consequence.  The  presumption  must 
be  precise,  and  not  susceptible  of  application  to  other  cir- 
cumstances than  those  which  it  is  sought  to  establish.  Bach 
T.  CoJin,  3  An.  103. 

174.  The  mere  fact  of  relationship  between  vendor  and 
vendee  is  not  sufficient  to  establish  that  the  sale  was  fraudulent. 
Maurin  v.  jRouquer,  19  Lou.  600. 

175.  "Where  the  subscribing  witness  to  a  note  signed  with 
an  ordinary  mark  is  incompetent  to  prove  its  execution,  from 
his  relationship  to  one  of  the  parties,  proof  of  the  repeated 
promises  of  the  maker  to  pay  it  is  sufficient,  where,  although 
the  execution  of  the  note  be  denied,  there  is  no  express  alle- 
gation that  it  was  forged,  and  such  promises  are  offered  as 
evidence  of  admissions  to  prevent  prescription.  Lopez  v. 
Berghel,  15  Lou.  43. 

176.  Legitimacy  will  be  presumed  when  a  century  has 
elapsed  without  its  being  doubted  or  controverted.  Clapier 
V.  Banks,  10  Lou.  67. 

177.  The  ground  of  all  presumptions  is  the  necessary  or 
usual  connection  between  facts  and  circumstances,  the  know- 
ledge of  which  connection  results  from  experience  and  reflec- 
tion. A  presumption  is,  therefore,  "  an  inference  as  to  the 
existence  of  a  fact  not  actually  known,  arising  from  its  neces- 
sary or  usual  connection  with  others  which  are  known.  It  is 
upon  this  principle  that  all  our  knowledge  of  those  relations 
and  existences,  which  are  not  perceptible  to  the  human  senses, 
must  depend."  The  force  of  presumption  is  almost  intui- 
tively perceived  by  mankind ;  and  that  principle  of  the  mind 
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which  prepares  it  to  expect  the  future  association  of  circum- 
stances, because  it  has  been  accustomed  to  find  them  asso- 
ciated, cannot  be  accounted  for,  except  by  setting  it  down  as 
imposed  upon  us  by  the  law  of  nature.  It  is  the  same  prin- 
ciple which  leads  us  to  reason  upon  cause  and  effect  in  all 
the  regions  of  inductive  philosophy,  of  which  the  doctrines 
of  presumptive  evidence  rank  as  an  important  branch.  The 
triers  are  to  be  satisfied  that  one  circumstance  has  always, 
or  at  least  usually  been  found  in  consecutive  connection  with 
another,  the  like  conduct  with  the  like  motive,  the  fact  to  be 
presumed  with  the  fact  established  by  direct  proof.  1  Stark. 
Ev.  23  to  29. 

178.  The  presumption  is,  that  money  borrowed  by  the  hus- 
band, on  the  security  of  the  wife's  real  estate,  is  appropriated 
solely  by  him ;  the  money  being  under  his  absolute  control, 
in  virtue  of  the  power  conferred  by  the  marital  right.  Earl 
of  Kinnoul  v.  Money,  3  Swanst.  208,  note.  Hence  she  and 
her  personal  representatives  have  a  right,  in  equity,  to  de- 
mand of  him  and  his  representatives;  that  his  estate  shall  be 
first  applied  in  discharge  of  the  incumbrance,  so  as  to  relieve 
her  estate.    Nevmcewicz  v.  Gahn,  3  Paige,  614. 

179.  On  a  question  arising  whether  the  date  of  an  accept- 
ance was  altered  (the  alteration  appearing  on  its  face)  before 
or  after  the  bill  was  endorsed,  the  endorsement  being  un- 
available if  made  before  the  alteration,  Abbott,  Ch.  J.,  re- 
fused to  presume  in  favor  of  an  alteration  at  the  proper  time, 
observing  that  the  plaintiff  must  prove  the  alteration  to  have 
preceded  the  acceptance,  otherwise  it  would  be  void  for  want 
of  a  new  stamp.  Johnson  Y.'DuTce  of  Marlborough,  2  Stark. 
313. 

180.  A  candidate  for  a  corporate  office  shall  be  presumed 
to  have  taken  the  sacrament  within  the  time  required  by 
statute ;  {Rex  v.  Hawlcins,  10  East,  211 ;)  and  a  corporation, 
in  receiving  a  contract  for  debt,  shall  be  presumed  to  have 
acted  within  its  powers.  N'ew-  YorTc  Firemen! s  Ins.  Co.  v. 
8tv/rges,  2  Cowen,  644. 

181.  In  Trowell  v.  Castle,  1  Keb.  22,  it  was  given  in  charge 
to  the  jury,  that  "  an  interlineation,  without  any  thing  ap- 
pearing against  it,  will  be  presumed  to  be  at  the  time  of  the 
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making  of  the  deed,  and  not  after."  So  in  WicM  v.  OaulJc, 
6  Har.  &  J.  41,  on  objection  that  the  subscribing  witnesses 
names  were  erased,  the  court  declared  that  "  it  is  incumbent 
on  a  party,  who  wishes  to  avoid  a  deed  by  its  erasure,  to 
prove  that  the  alteration  was  made  after  its  execution  and 
delivery." 

182.  As  to  a  usage  for  twenty  years  to  build  a  dam  and 
flow  another's  land  above.  The  dam  cannot,  therefore,  be 
raised,  and  the  flow  enlarged.  /Stiles  v.  Hooker,  7  Cowen, 
266 ;  Baldwin  v.  Calkins,  10  Wend.  167 ;  /Sumner  v.  Tiles- 
ton,  7  Pick.  198. 

183.  "Where  the  ancient  usage  was  for  the  party  to  dam 
back  a  stream  on  another's  land,  for  the  purpose  of  irrigation, 
by  loose  stones  and  a  board,  held,  that  he  could  not  fasten 
the  board  by  stakes.     Oreenslade  v.  Halliday,  4  Mo.  &  P.  71. 

184.  A  person  who  rests  his  case  on  the  argument  that 
certain  circumstances,  which  he  adduces,  afi'ord  a  presump- 
tion of  the  existence  of  a  disputed  fact,  is  not  entitled  to  any 
attention  whatever,  if  he  cannot  but  be  in  a  condition  to  give 
direct  and  positive  evidence  of  the  fact  itself,  supposing  it  to 
be  true.     2  Ev.  Pothier,  340,  No.  16,  sec.  14. 

185.  "  A  necessary  and  invariable  connection  of  facts  is 
not  required ;  it  is  enough  if  one  fact  is  ordinarily  and  usually 
connected  with  another."  Patteshall  v.  Turford,  3  Barn.  & 
Adol.  890. 

186.  "  The  legal  presumption  is,  that  the  surveyor,  register, 
governor  and  secretary  of  state  have  done  their  duty  in  re- 
gard to  the  several  acts  necessary  to  be  done  by  them  in 
granting  lands;  and  therefore  surveys  and  patents  should 
always  be  received  2&^ima facie  evidence  of  correctness." 
Wallace  v.  Maxwell,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  447,  450-1. 

187.  A  conveyance  to  a  corporation,  authorized  to  receive 
conveyances  of  land  for  certain  purposes,  no  purpose  appear- 
ing, will  be  presumed  to  have  been  received  for  a  purpose 
within  its  powers.  The  Farmers^  Loan  and  Trust  Co.  v. 
Curtis,  Court  of  Appeals,  (Selden,)  Dec.  1852. 

188.  There  is  no  presumption  that  a  citizen  of  another 
state,  making  a  contract  there,  to  be  performed  there,  has 
any  knowledge  of  a  statute  of  this  state,  affecting  the  legality 


150  PEKSUMPTITE   ETIDENOE. 

of  the  contract.    Merchants'  Bank  v.  Spalding,  12  Barb. 
302. 

189.  K  an  entry  does  not  contain  a  part  of  the  goods  con- 
signed by  the  same  invoice  and  bill  of  lading,  iiia  prima  facie 
evidence  that  the  duties  have  not  been  paid.  United  States 
V.  Certain  Sogsheads  of.Molasses,  1  Curtis,  276. 

190.  Our  usury  laws  are  not  presumed  to  exist  in  a  sister 
Btate.    DoAJis  v.  Garr,  2  Selden,  (F.  T.)  124. 

191.  Proof  of  the  death  of  a  person  is  incumbent  upon  the 
party  who  asserts  it,  for  the  presumption  is,  that  he  still  lives. 
Duke  of  Cumberland  v.  Ora/oes,  9  Barb.  595. 

192.  There  is  no  presumption  that  defects  found  to  exist  in 
the  hull  of  a  vessel  during  the  voyage  were  produced  by  a 
peril  of  the  sea.  The  burden  is  on  the  assured  to  prove 
this.  Ballard  et  al.  v.  Roger  Williams'  Ins.  Co.,  1  Curtis, 
148. 

193.  So  amply  have  medical  science  and  general  observa- 
tion borne  testimony  to  the  obstinacy  of  a  settled  or  habitual 
derangement  of  the  intellect,  that  seinel  furandiius  semper 
furandihus,  prcesumitur.  Den,  ex  dem.  Stevens  v.  Van 
Cleve,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  262,  269. 

194.  Permission  to  erect  a  dam  for  a  saw-mill,  for  a  tem- 
porary purpose,  is  terminated  by  the  decay  of  the  dam,  and 
will  not  authorize  the  erection  of  another  dam  in  its  place. 
Hepburn  v.  McDowell,  17  Serg.  &  Kawle,  383 ;  Eerick  v. 
Kern,  14  Serg.  &  Eawle,  267,  272. 

195.  It  is  presumed  that  entries  made  in  public  books 
were  made  by  the  proper  officers;  (12  Wheat.  70;)  that 
officers  issuing  a  land  patent,  had  the  requisite  warrant,  plat 
and  certificate;  {Hickman  v.  Boffman,  Hard.  362;)  that 
a  government  surveyor  did  his  legal  duty  by  surveying  on 
the  ground.     Phillips'  Lessee  v.  Bdbertson,  2  Tenn.  421. 

196-  After  the  prior  occupant  has  enjoyed  for  full  twenty 
years,  in  a  particular  mode,  so  as  to  raise  the  presumption, 
he  is  entitled  to  maintain  his  possession  to  an  extent  com- 
mensurate with  the  enjoyment.  Sanders  v.  Newman,  1 
Barn.  &  Adol.  258 ;  Curtis  v.  Jackson,  13  Mass.  507. 

197.  A  party  having  a  legal  right,  enters  upon  land  ;  the 
"law  presumes  that  he  enters  with  a  view  to  that  right,  not 


PEESITMPTIVE   EVIDENCE.  151 

with  a  wrongful  intention.    Benson  v.  Bolles,  8  "Wend.  1Y5, 
181. 

198.  Giving  a  bond  and  mortgage  furnislies  a  presumption 
of  a  liquidation  of  all  accounts  before  their  date  between 
the  parties.     Chewning  v.  Proctor,  2  M'Cord,  11,  15. 

199.  The  law  presumes  that  a  man  intended  the  result 
which  naturally  followed  the  means  voluntarily  used  by  him. 
On  this  principle,  a  libel  injurious  in  its  tendency  was  de- 
clared actionable j?er  se.  Haired.  Wilson, 9  Barn.  &  Cress.  643. 

200.  If  a  note  do  not  state  the  place  in  which  it  was  given, 
the  court  may  presume  that  it  was  given  at  the  place  where 
the  maker  and  payee  are  stated  in  the  petition  to  reside. 
Grouse  v.  Duffield,  12  M.  539. 

201.  Where  a  mother  of  minor  children  deals  with  a  per- 
son as  tutrix  in  matters  relating  to  the  estate,  signs  a  receipt 
in  her  own  name  simply,  without  adding  as  tutrix,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  she  acted  as  tutrix  in  signing  the  receipt. 
Dickason  v.  Smith,  5  An.  196. 

202.  Where  by  a  contract  of  sale  of  land  the  validity  of 
the  sale  was  made  to  depend  on  the  payment  by  the  vendor 
of  certain  notes  which  formed  no  part  of  its  consideration, 
the  subsequent  resumption  of  possession  of  the  land  by  the 
vendor  creates  such  a  presumption  of  payment  as  makes  it 
incumbent  on  the  vendee  to  account  for  the  notes.  Downes 
V.  Scott,  3  An.  278. 

203.  Possession  of  a  written  title  is  in  no  way  proof  of 
ownership,  unless  it  be  an  obligation  payable  to  bearer. 
Walden  v.  <}rant,  8  K  S.  571. 

204.  A  party  is  bound  to  prove  the  facts,  from  which  relief 
is  sought  under  the  plea  of  prescription.  Thus,  where  proof 
of  the  vacancy  of  a  succession  is  indispensable  to  support  a 
plea  of  prescription,  the  burden  of  proving  that  the  succes- 
sion was  vacant  rests  upon  the  party  pleading  the  prescription. 
Andrews  v.  Rhodes,  10  E.  52  ;  Badon  v.  Bahan,  4  An.  467; 
Frierson  v.  Irwin,  5  An.  525. 

205.  After  twenty  years,  there  is  a  presumption  in  favor  of 
every  judicial  tribunal  acting  within  its  jurisdiction,  that  all 
persons  concerned  had  due  notice  of  its  proceedings.  Gibson 
V.  Foster,  2  An.  509  ;  Gentile  v.  Foleij,  3  An.  146. 
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206.  Where,  one  indebted  to  another,  upon  a  lease,  the 
term  of  which  is  unexpired,  enters  into  a  special  contract  to 
surrender  the  remainder  of  his  term,  and  assigns  to  his  lessor 
a  land  contract,  on  which  money  had  been  paid,  and  the 
lessor  agrees  to  pay  him  therefor  a  certain  sum  at  a  future 
day,  there  is  no  presumption  that  the  accrued  rent  due  the 
lessor  is  extinguished.    Sperry  v.  Miller,  i  Selden,  (N.  Y.)  336. 

207.  A  testator*,  by  his  will,  written  in  March,  1840,  and 
proved  in  May  of  the  same  year,  devised  to  his  son,  James, 
$500,  without  interest,  until  he  called  for  the  money,  and  if 
never  called  for  by  him,  it  was  to  be  paid  to  his  two  grand- 
sons, after  the  death  of  the  son.  It  was  to  be  paid  by  the 
legatee  out  of  real  estate  devised  to  him.  The  son  was  heard 
from  by  letter  in  1837,  but  not  afterwards,  by  his  relations, 
so  far  as  it  appeared  ;  held,  that  he  was  presumed  to  be  dead 
after  seven  years  from  the  time  when  he  was  heard  of,  viz., 
in  1844,  and  that  such  presumption  was  not  repelled  by  the 
idea  that  the  testator  may  have  supposed  him  to  have 
been  alive  when  he  made  his  will.  Whitside's  Apj)eal^  23 
Penn.  114. 

208.  The  construction  and  legal  effect  of  a  Scotch  testa- 
mentary settlement  of  real  estate,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof 
of  the  Scotch  law,  was  settled  and  determined  in  conformity 
with  our  law.     Monroe  v.  Douglass,  1  Selden,  (IST.  Y.)  447. 

209.  A  corporation  drew  upon  H.  personally,  and  he,  in 
the  name  of  the  corporation,  as  its  treasurer,  accepted  it.  In 
the  action  of  the  holder  against  its  agent,  for  treating  this  as 
a  valid  acceptance,  whereby  the  debt  was  lost,  and  on  the 
question  whether  H.  was  personally  liable  on  the  acceptance 
for  the  want  of  authority ;  held,  that  authority  was  to  be 
presumed,  (and  that  the  agent  could  not  require  the  holder 
to  litigate  that  question.)  Walker  v.  BanTc  of  the  State  of 
New-  TorTc,  Court  of  Appeals,  (Selden,)  April,  1854,  affirm- 
ing 13  Barb.  636. 

210.  Where  two  incumber  their  several  lands  by  one  mort- 
gage, the  debt  is,  presumptively,  the  debt  of  both  equally. 
Eoyt  V.  Doughty,  4  Sandf.  462. 
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r.  The  rule  of  law  is,  that  the  best  evidence  must  be  given 
of  which  the  nature  of  "the  thing  is  capable,  that  is,  that  no 
evidence  shall  be  received  which  presupposes  greater  evi- 
dence behind  in  the  party's  possession  or  power.  The  with- 
holding of  that  better  evidence  raises  a  presumption  that, 
if  produced,  it  might  not  operate  in  favor  of  the  party  who  is 
called  upon  for  it.  For  this  reason,  a  party  who  is  in  posses- 
sion of  an  original  paper  is  not  permitted  to  give  a  copy 
in  evidence,  or  to  prove  its  contents.  Tayloe  v.  Eiggs,  1 
Peters,  596. 

2.  The  law  requires  the  highest  proof  of  which  the  nature 
of  the  thing  is  capable.     Bacon,  Abr.  Ev.  662. 

3.  The  principle  of  this  rule  is  founded  on  the  presumption 
that  there  is  something  in  the  better  evidence  withheld,  which 
would  make  against  the  party  resorting  to  the  inferior  evi- 
dence.    1  Phil.  Ev.  418. 

4r.  When  a  reward  is  offered  for  the  detection  and  convic- 
tion of  an  offender,  and  a  person  is  detected  and  convicted, 
the  record  of  conviction  is  evidence,  in  an  action  for  the  re- 
ward, that  the  person  convicted  is  the  true  offender.  Borough 
of  York  V.  Forscht,  23  Penn.  391. 

6.  The  affidavit  of  a  party  may  be  admissible  to  show  the 
loss  of  a  paper,  with  a  view  to  the  introduction  of  secondary 
evidence  of  its  contents ;  but  it  can  never  be  read  to  the  jury 
as  evidence  of  facts  for  their  consideration.  Mason  v.  Tall- 
man,  34  Maine,  (4  Eed.)  472. 

6.  A  properly  certified  copy  of  the  charter  of  a  town,  re- 
corded in  the  town  records,  is  competent  evidence  to  prove 
the  charter,  if  there  be  evidence  tending  to  show  the  loss  of 
the  original  charter.   Forsaith  v.  Olarlc,  1  Foster,  (N.  H.)  409. 

7.  Parol  testimony  cannot  be  received  as  a  substitute  for 
a  record  ;  but  a  record,  if  lost  or  destroyed,  may  be  proved 
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by  parol  testimony.    Small  v.  Pennell,  31  Maine,  (1  Eed.) 
267. 

8.  If  no  objection  is  made  at  the  trial,  tbat  search,  was  not 
made  under  the  direction  of  the  county  clerk,  it  cannot  be 
made  afterward,  when  too  late  to  supply  the  evidence.  Teall 
V.  Vcm  Wych,  10  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  376. 

9.  A  witness  who  has  merely  seen  and  examined  the  origi- 
nal entries  of  a  merchant's  account,  is  not  competent  to  prove 
it.    Day  v.  Crawford,  13  Geo.  508.  * 

10.  Where  a  party  proves  that  his  written  title  has  passed 
without  bis  consent  into  the  possession  of  another,  who  has 
sold  the  slave  therein  conveyed,  and  whose  interest  it  conse- 
quently is  to  conceal  the  instrument,  this  amounts  to  such 
proof  of  his  loss  of  the  title  by  an  overpowering  force  as  will 
suffice  to  admit  oral  proof  of  the  contents.  StocJcdale  v.  Es- 
caut,  4:  M.  564. 

11.  After  the  plaintiff  has  introduced  parol  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  a  deed,  without  objection  from  the  claimant,  and 
the  claimant  has  cross-examined  the  witness  touching  the 
same  matter,  it  is  discretionary  with  the  court  to  exclude  the 
parol  evidence,  on  motion  of  the  claimant,  and  this  discre- 
tion will  not  be  reviewed  on  error.  Allen  v.  Smith,  22 
Ala.  416. 

12.  If  a  reasonable  presumption  of  the  loss  or  destruction 
of  a  paper  be  established,  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents 
may  be  introduced ;  and  this  presumption  is  established,  if 
the  party  has,  in  a  reasonable  degree,  exhausted  all  the 
means  of  discovery  which  the  nature  of  the  case  suggests, 
and  which  are  accessible  to  him.  Harper  v.  SooU,  12 
Geo.  125. 

13.  The  declarations  of  a  deceased  person,  as  to  his  taking 
and  disposing  of  the  paper,  are  not'  admissible  to  raise  the 
presumption  of  loss  or  destruction.    /5. 

14.  An  admission  of  a  party  that  he  is  one  of  the  members 
of  a  partnership  may  be  given  in  evidence,  although  it  appear 
that  articles  of  partnership  exist  and  are  not  produced. 
Doane  v.  Farrow,  10  M.  74. 

15.  Plaintiff  cannot  be  allowed  to  give  parol  proof  of  the 
contents  of  a  written  title,  alleged  to  be  lost,  when  there  is 
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no  other  proof  of  the  loss  than  the  declaration  of  his  own 
vendor.    Prcvost  v.  Johnson,  9  M.  172. 

16.  Parol  evidence  of  the  payment  of  taxes  is  inadmissible, 
unless  the  absence  of  the  written  evidence  be  accounted  for. 

n.  178. 

17.  Unless  the  existence  and  subsequent  loss  of  an  execu- 
tion are  proved,  a  memorandum  in  the  handwriting  of  the 
clerk,  on  the  margin  of  the  execution  docket,  is  not  evidence 
of  the  issue  and  return  of,  an  execution.  Hanna  v.  Price, 
23  Ala.  826. 

18.  Quere,  as  to  what  proof  will  sustain  a  motion  to  exclude 
parol  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  better  evidence  exists. 
Sims  V.  Chance,  7  Texas,  561. 

19.  A  sale  of  a  slave,  made  in  a  state  where  such 'sales 
may  be  made  by  parol,  yet  oral  proof  of  it  shall  not  be  ad- 
mitted, if  it  appear  that  it  was  reduced  to  writing  without 
accounting  for  the  absence  of  the  written  document.  Lucile 
V.  Toustin,  5  M.  611. 

20.  Parol  evidence  may  be  received  of  the  death  of  a  per- 
son, in  a  place  where  it  is  not  shown  that  every  man's  death 
is  recorded,  or  the  evidence  of  it  is  reduced  to  writing.  Du- 
four  V.  Delaoroix,  11  M.  718  ;  Ouerin  v.  Bagneries,  18 
Lou.  694. 

21.  Where  there  was  evidence  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
belief  that  the  person,  as  agent  of  whom  the  defendant 
claimed,  had  got  possession  of  a  bill  of  sale  from  himself  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  fled  the  country  with  it,  it  was  held,  that 
furtherproof  of  search,  or  of  notice  to  the  defendant  to  produce 
it,  was  unnecessary,  before  the  introduction  of  secondary 
evidence  of  its  contents.  Cheatham  v.  Biddle,  8  Texas, 
162. 

22.  In  order  to  prove  that  a  sale  of  immovables  was  made 
after  the  loss  of  an  act  sous  seing  prive,  it  does  not  suffice  to 
prove  that  a  paper,  purporting  to  be  such  a  sale,  once  existed ; 
it  must  likewise  be  proved  that  it  was  genuine.  Bradley  v. 
CO/oit,  5  M.  664. 

23.  To  procure  the  admission  of  secondary  evidence  of  a 
paper,  the  party  desiring  it  must,  in  good  faith,  have  ex- 
hausted, to  a  reasonable  degree,  all  the  means  of  discovery 
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accessible  to  him,  in  endeavoring  to  account  for  the  original. 
Molineaux  v.  Collier,  13  Geo.  406. 

24.  When  a  notice  of  protest,  in  some  particulars  of  the 
description  of  the  note,  is  erroneous,  evidence  may  be  admit- 
ted that  there  was  no  other  note  to  which  the  notice  could 
be  applied.  Cayuga  Bank  v.  Warden,  2  Selden,  (N.  T.) 
19. 

25.  Secondary  evidence  will  not  be  admitted  until  the 
absence  of  better  be  accounted  for.  Thus,  he  who  has  lost 
his  titles,  without  being  able  to  show  any  fact  to  which  their 
loss  can  be  ascribed,  or  proving  an  overpowering  force, 
cannot  resort  to  parol  testimony  to  establish  their  existence 
and  contents.  Coleman  v.  Breaud,  6  N.  S.  208  ;  Davis  v. 
Prevost,  lb.  266. 

26.  The  best  evidence,  which,  from  the  nature  of  the  case, 
must  be  supposed  to  exist  and  to  be  within  the  control  of  the 
party,  must  be  produced.  Lockhart  v.  Jones,  9  E.  381 ; 
Isabella  v.  Pecot,  2  An.  387 ;  Bachal  v.  Bachal,  4  An.  500. 

27.  Parol  evidence,  that  personal'  property  was  purchased 
at  a  sheriff's  sale,  is  not  suflScient  to  prpve  title  to  it ;  the 
judgment  on  which  the  sale  was  founded  must  be  proved. 
Bane  v.  Mallory,  16  Barb.  46. 

28.  "Where  a  party  does  not  produce  the  best  evidence  of 
which  the  nature  of  his  case  admits,  nor  accounts  for  its 
absence,  it  will  be  presumed  that  such  evidence  would  not 
be  favorable  to  his  claims.  Omnia  prcBsutnuntur  contra 
sjpoliatorem.  Lucile  v.  Toustin,  5  M.  611 ;  CocTcerell  v. 
Smith,  1  An.  1. 

29.  A  witness  may  testify  generally  as  to  what  accounts 
and  results  of  sales  were  rendered  to  him,  without  their  being 
produced  ;  but  he  cannot  give  their  respective  contents  with- 
out .  producing  them,  if  called  for.  Taylor  v.  Carpenter,  2 
W.  &  M.  1. 

30.  Seasonable  diligence  is  all  that  is  required,  in  search- 
ing for  a  paper,  to  admit  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents ; 
and  the  degree  of  diligence  depends,  in  a  great  measure,  on 
the  importance  of  the  lost  document.  Spalding  v.  Bank  of 
8i(-squehanna  County,  9  Barr,  28. 

31.  In  a  state  where  a  partition  is  a  judicial  act  and  be- 
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comes  a  record,  a  partition  cannot  be  presumed  without  sat- 
isfactory proof  of  the  existence  and  the  loss  of  the  record ; 
and  proof  of  the  burning  of  the  office  in  which  such  re- 
cords were  kept  is  no  evidence  that  a  particular  record 
ever  existed.  Weatherhead  v.  Bashermlle,  11  How.  (U.  S.) 
329. 

32.  Where  parol  evidence  discloses  the  circumstance  that 
written  evidence  exists  of  the  same  fact  which  the  parol  is 
intended  to  prove,  the  latter  must  be  rejected.  Pratt  v. 
Flower,  3  N.^  S.  452  ;  Etie  v.  SparTcs,  4  Lou.  465  ;  Lochhart 
V.  Joms,  9  E.  381. 

33.  The  rule  of  evidence  which  precludes  a  party  from 
proving  by  parol  the  contents  of  a  paper  in  the  hands  of  his 
adversary,  unless  he  has  given  the  latter  notice  to  produce  it 
at  the  trial,  does  not  apply  where  the  action  itself,  or  the 
frame  of  the  issue,  notifies  the  adverse  party  that  the  paper 
will  come  in  question  on  the  trial,  nor  does  it  apply  to  papers 
which  were  merely  notices  served  as  preliminary  to  the  right 
claimed  by  the  action  on  the  issue.  Edwards  v.  Bonneau, 
1  Sandf.  Sup.  Ct.  610. 

34.  Letters  put  in  the  post-office  are  not,  of  course,  in  all 
cases,  and  under  all  circumstances,  presumed  to  have  been 
received,  though  putting  them  in  may  be  using  due  diligence 
as.  to  notice  by  the  holders  of  negotiable  paper.  But  in 
questions  of  fact  addressed  to  the  court,  to  lay  the  foundation  , 
of  secondary  evidence  of  a  written  paper,  such  a  letter  will 
not  be  presumed  to  have  been  received,  merely  from  putting 
it  in  a  post-office,  if  no  answer  was  returned,  and  the  party 
to  which  it  was  addressed  makes  affidavit  that  it  never  came 
to  hand.     Allen  v.  Blunt,  2  W.  &  M.  121. 

35.  A  certificate  of  registration  upon  a  trust  deed  is  not 
sufficient  to  authorize  the  reading  of  it  in  evidence,  but  the 
execution  of  such  deed  must  be  proved,  whether  recorded  or 
not.    Brock  v.  Eeaden,  13  Ala.  370. 

36.  The  lading  of  goods  may  be  proved  by  parol,  if  it  be 
neither  alleged  in  the  pleadings,  nor  proved  by  the  testimony 
that  there  was  a  bill  of  lading.  Giraudel  v,  Mendiburne,  3 
N.  S.  509. 

37.  Where  there  is  evidence  that  there  was  a  written 
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agreement  for  a  sale  made,  and  the  parties  spoke  of  it  as 
concluded,  and  took  it  away  for  execution,  the  court  cannot 
withdraw  the  case  from  the  jury,  because,  from  other  evi- 
dence, it  would  seem  that  the  paper  referred  to  was  a  memo- 
randum for  a  will ;  and  strong  presumptions  in  odium  spolior 
toris  are  to  be  made  against  the  vendor,  where  it  has  been 
traced  to  his  possession  and  is  not  produced.  Lee  v.  Lee,  9 
Barr,  169. 

38.  In  an  action  upon  a  lost  note,  it  is  competent  for  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  the  loss  by  a  disinterested  witness ;  and  it 
is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  himself  to  be  sworn  as  to  the 
loss,  in  order  to  admit  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents. 
Smith  V.  Young,  2  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  545. 

39".  Where  there  is  a  subscribing  witness  to  an  instrument, 
he  must  be  called,  or  his  absence  accounted  for ;  and  with- 
out this,  it  is  not  competent  to  prove  its  execution  even  by 
the  grantor.     Glasgow  v.  Ridgeley,  11  Mis.  34. 

40.  The  final  account  of  an  administrator  is  the  proper 
evidence  that  land  acquired  by  the  administrator,  by  levy 
of  an  execution  on  a  judgment  recovered  by  him  in  that 
capacity,  is  not  necessary  to  pay  debts;  and  evidence  of 
the  declarations  of  the  administrator  are  inadmissible  for 
that  purpose.     Pierce  v.  Strickland,  26  Maine,  (13  Shep.)  277. 

41.  A  statement  by  an  intruder  upon  land,  to  a  witness, 
that  he  had  released  to  the  legal  owner,  does  not  imply  that 
he  had  executed  a  written  release,  so  as  to  render  the  evi- 
dence of  such  statement  incompetent,  as  not  being  the  best 
evidence  of  the  release.     Moore  v.  Small,  9  Barr,  194. 

42.  The  best  accessible  evidence  must  be  produced,  whether 
it  be  of  a  primary  or  secondary  character.  Mariner  v.  Saun- 
ders, 5  Gilm.  113. 

43.  "Where  a  written  memorandum  has  been  lost  or  de- 
stroyed, a  witness  who  testifies  to  the  general  substance  of 
its  whole  contents  may  give  from  memory,  refreshed  by  ex- 
tracts made  by  himselfj  portions  of  the  memorandum,  but 
not  if  he  is  able  to  give  those  particular  extracts  only.  Siser 
v.  Burt,  4  Denio,  426. 

44.  In  an  action  upon  a  lost  note  the  loss  may  be  proved 
by  affidavit  taken  ex  parte.    Kellogg  v.  Norris,  5  Eng.  18. 
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45.  A  lost  writ  and  return  may  be  proved  by  parol.  James 
V.  BisGoe,  5  Eng.  184. 

46.  A  certified  copy  of  the  record  of  commissions  from  the 
executive  office,  is  the  highest  and  best  evidence  of  the  fact 
that  one  who  has  acted  as  a  justice  of  the  peace  was  not  a 
justice  of  the  peace  at  the  time ;  and  where  an  attestation 
of  a  person  to  a  deed,  as  justice,  is  shown,  the  testimony  of 
persons  resident  in  the  county,  to  the  effect  that  there  was  no 
person  of  the  name  acting  as  justice  in  the  county  at  that 
time,  is  inadmissible.    Fain  v.  Ga/rthright,  5  Geo.  6. 

47.  "Where,  in  a  suit  upon  a  promissory  note,  given  for  the 
purchase  money  for  land,  the  fraudulent  representations  of 
the  vendor  are  set  up  in  defence,  and  it  appears  that  letters 
have  been  written  by  the  vendor's  agents,  and  their  contents 
made  known  to  the  purchaser  as  an  inducement  to  make 
the  purchase,  the  original  letters  only  can  be  produced  in 
evidence,  unless  they  are  proved  to  have  been  lost.  HamTnett 
V.  Emerson,  27  Maine,  (14  Shep.)  308. 

48.  In  trespass  for  taking  the  plaintiff's  property,  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  directed  another  person  to  take  the 
same,  if  it  appeal*  that  the  only  direction  given  was  a  warrant 
signed  by  the  defendant,  as  president  of  a  court-martial,  the 
warrant  must  be  produced.     SteUbins  v.  Cooper,  4  Denio,  191. 

49.  A  witness  cannot  be  allowed  to  state  that  he  saw  a 
bredit  of  $400  entered  upon  a  note,  without  producing  the 
note,  unless  there  is  evidence  that  perhaps  the  note  has  been 
fully  paid  off,  so  as  to  warrant  the  inference  that  it  has 
been  destroyed,  or  unless  he  could  swear  to  the  payment 
from  his  own  knowledge.  Scarhorough  v.  Heynolds,  12  Ala. 
252. 

60.  Where  a  writing,  conferring  authority  upon  an  agent 
to  settle  a  demand,  has  bee^n  given  in  evidence,  it  is  not  error 
for'  the  county  court  subsequently,  in  the  progress  of  the 
trial,  to  permit  a  deposition,  given  by  the  person  conferring 
such  authority,  to  be  read  in  evidence,  which  states  the  sub- 
stance of  such  writing,  and  the  intention  of  the  defendant 
in  executing  it,  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  evidence  intro- 
duced upon  the  other  side  in  reference  to  the  nature  of  the 
transaction.     TopliffY.  SoAjes,  20  Yt.  (5  "Washb.)  362. 
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51.  Where  a  party's  own  books,  with  Ms  suppletory  oath, 
are  competent  evidence  to  prove  the  charges  therein  con- 
tained, secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  is  admissible,  if 
the  books  are  lost  or  destroyed.  Holmes  v.  Marden,  12 
Pick.  169. 

52.  "Where  a  witness  discloses  that  there  is  evidence,  of  a 
higher  degree,  of  the  fact  which  he  is  testifying  to,  his  testi- 
mony should  not  be  received  to  establish  the  fact.  Cotton  v. 
Campbell,  3  Texas,  493. 

53.  The  testimony  of  a  subscribing  witness  to  a  submission 
and  award,  is  the  best  evidence  of  their  execution.  Tyler  v. 
Stephens,  7  Geo.  278. 

54.  A  party  may  lay  the  foundation,  by  his  own  oath,  for 
the  introduction  of  secondary  evidence  to  prove  the  contents 
of  a  lost  note.     Wade  v.  Wade,  12  HI.  89. 

55.  An  office  copy  of  the  record  of  a  deed,  regularly 
acknowledged  and  recorded,  is  admissible  in  evidence  where 
the  original  has  been  lost,  or  is  not  within  the  power  of  the 
party  offering  to  produce  it.  Bosworth  v.  Bryan,  14  Mis. 
575. 

56.  The  official  certificate,  or  the  testimony  of  the  officer 
who  administered  the  oath  required  by  law  to  road  viewers, 
is  more  authentic  than  the  mere  statement  in  the  report  of 
such  viewers,  that  they  had  been  duly  sworn.  Bollarhide  v. 
Muscatine  County,  1  Iowa,  (Greene,)  158. 

57.  Where  it  was  material  to  show,  on  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  that  the  property  in  question  was,  at  a  certain  time, 
holden  by  attachment,  and  the  writ  which  had  been  served, 
but  never  returned  to  court,  was  offered,  with  parol  testimony, 
to  prove  such  fact,  it  was  held,  that  the  evidence  was  ad- 
missible for  this  purpose.  Tomlinson  v.  Collins,  20  Conn. 
364. 

58.  In  an  action  for  suing  the  plaintiff  in  the  name  of  a 
third  person,  without  authority,  the  writ  in  the  first  action 
having  been  lost,  parol  evidence  of  the  arrest  and  commit- 
ment under  it  is  admissible.  Foster  v.  Dow,  29  Maine, 
(16  Shep.)  442. 

69.  Where  a  writing  is  executed  to  a  third  person,  who 
resides  out  of  the  state,  it  is  competent,  after  proof  of  its 
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execution  and  delivery,  to  give  evidence  of  its  contents. 
Waller  v.  Cralle,  8  B.  Mon.  11. 

60.  "Whenever  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  an  instrument 
are  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  its  execution  may  be 
proved  by  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  grantor  or  obligor. 
This  rule  does  not  apply  to  instruments  which  the  law  re- 
quires to  be  attested  by  witbesses.  Newsom  v.  Luster,  13 
111.175. 

61.  The  rule  of  evidence  which  permits  a  party  to  a  suit 
to  give  evidence  on  his  own  behalf  to  the  court,  touching  the 
loss  or  destruction  of  a  paper,  in  order  -to  lay  a  foundation 
for  the  admission  of  secondary  evidence,  is  not  limited  to 
facts  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  party,  such  as 
that  the  paper  is  not  in  his  own  possession,  but  allows  him  to 
testify  to  any  matters  pertinent  to  the  inquiry  ;  as,  for  exam- 
ple, the  extent  of  the  search  which  he  has  made  for  the 
document  elsewhere  than  among  his  own  papers.  Yedder  v. 
WilJdns,  5  Denio,  64. 

62.  It  is  competent  to  prove  that  a  judgment  given  in  evi- 
dence was  entered  up  on  a  note  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant  without  producing  the  note.  Artoher  v.  McDuffie, 
5  Barb.  Sup.  Ot.  147. 

63.  "When  a  contract  in  writing  comes  incidentally  in 
question  upon  the  trial  of  a  suit,  its  execution  may  be  proved 
by  other  testimony  than  that  of  the  subscribing  witness. 
Curtis  Y.  Belknap,  21  Yt.  (6  "Washb.)  433. 

64.  In  actions  where  the  claim  is  founded  on  book  account, 
a  party,  in  case  the  original  books  be  lost  by  accident,  may 
be  examined  on  oath  to  prove  their  loss,  and  touching  the 
validity  of  the  account,  though  the  contents  of  the  books 
must  be  proved  by  other  testimony.  Smiley  v.  Dewey,  17 
Ohio,  156. 

66.  It  is  competent  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  lost  deed  of 
emancipation  of  slaves,  which  had  been  recorded,  and  the 
record  of  it  burned,  by  parol  testimony ;  and  satisfactory 
parol  proof  is  sufficient  to  authorize  a  decree  of  emancipa- 
tion.   Dowrey  v.  Logan,  12  B.  Mon.  236. 

66.  Where,  from  the  inquiry  which  has  been  made,  it  is 
probable  j,that  a  book  of  original  entries  has  been  lost  or 

11 
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destroyed,  and  the  party  swears  that  it  is  not  in  his  power, 
custody  or  control,  secondary  evidence  is  admissible.  Lane 
V.  Morris,  8  Geo.  468. 

67.  It  is  the  province  of  the  court  to  determine  whether 
the  loss  of  a  paper  is  sufficiently  proven  to  admit  secondary 
evidence.     Vaughn  v.  Biggers,  6  Geo.  188. 

68.  The  contents  of  a  notice  to  quit  may  be  proved  by 
secondary  evidence,  without  notice  to  produce  the  original. 
Falkner  v.  Beers,  2  Doug.  IIT. 

69.  Oral:  evidence  of  th^  existence  of  a  written  contract 
and  its  terms  cannot  be  given  in  place  of  the  written  con- 
tract itself,  without  an  excuse  for  its  non-production.  Creed 
V.  White,  11  Humph.  549. 

70.  If  a  book  of  receipts  be  destroyed  by  fire,  and  the 
clerk  who  kept  it  be  dead,  parol  proof  may  be  given  of  its 
contents.     Jordan  v.  White,  4  IST.  S.  337. 

71.  "Where  the  subscribing  witness  to  a  deed  or  other  in- 
strument is  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  proof  of  his 
handwriting  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  execution  of  the 
instrument,  without  any  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the 
parties  therein  named.  The  People  v.  Rowlam,d,  5  Barb. 
Sup.  Ct.  449. 

72.  The  affidavit  of  a  party,  as  to  the  loss  of  a  deed,  docu- 
ment or  other  writing,  after  evidence  of  the  existence  thereof 
by  other  testimony,  is  admissible.  Porter  v.  Ferguson,  4 
Florida,  102. 

73.  A.  and  B.  were  partners,  and  A.  had  the  principal 
charge  of  the  books ;  A.  having  left  the  firm,  and  shortly 
afterwards  died,  the  closing  of  the  concern  was  left  to  B.,  in 
whose  keeping  were  all  the  books  and  papers.  A.'s  executor 
filed  a  bill  in  equity,  seeking  to  charge  B.  with  a  large 
amount  of  money  as  profits  of  the  business.  ISTo  abstraction 
of  property  by  B.,  during  the  partnership,  was  shown.  Held, 
that  the  best  evidence  and  data  of  the  losses  and  profits  of 
the  partnership  were  the  books  of  the  firm,  and  that  .the 
opinions  and  experience  of  other  merchants  in  the  same 
town  were  not  admissible  to  determine  the  amount  of  profits. 
Cunningham  v.  Smith,  11  B.  Mon.  325. 

74.  If  a  record  of  a  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  has 
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been  lost,  the  party  who  would  avail  himself  of  it  must  show 
that  he  has  exhausted,  in  a  reasonable  degree,  all  the  sources 
of  information  and  means  of  discovery  which  the  nature  of 
the  case  would  naturally  suggest,  and  which  were  accessible 
to  him,  before  other  evidence  is  admissible.  Wing  v.  Abbott, 
28  Maine,  (15  Shep.)  367. 

T5.  If  a  letter  never  had  been  in  the  plaintiff's  possession, 
and  he  show  that  diligent  search  had  been  unsuccessfully 
made  for  it  among  the  papers  of  a  deceased  person,  to  whom, 
as  defendant's  agent,  it  was  addressed  by  the  defendant, 
plaintiff  may  offer  parol  proof  of  its  contents.  Findley  v. 
Breedlove,  4  N.  S.  105. 

T6.  The  acceptance  of  a  due-bill  on  settlement,  and  the 
giving  of  a  receipt  in  full  for  the  due-bill,  is  orAj  prima  facie 
evidence  of  settlement ;  and  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
show  that  the  acceptance  was  made  under  a  mistake  of  fact. 
Que  V.  Kline,  13  Penn.  State  E.  (1  Harris,)  60. 

T7.  A.  had  an  open  account  with  B.  for  work,  and  A.  held 
B.'s  note  for  a  certain  sum.  This  note  was  assigned  by  A. 
and  collected  against  B.  A.  made  several  payments,  and 
each  time  took  a  receipt  in  full  up  to  that  date,  and  tendered 
the  amount  of  some  items  charged  after  such  payment  to  B. 
before  suit  brought.  Held,  that  the  note  should  not  have 
weighed  with  the  jury,  and  that  the  receipts  in  full  were  not 
to  be  taken  as  conclusive,  but  they  could  be  explained  by 
direct  proof  or  strong  circumstances.  Oihson  v.  Hanna,  12 
Mis.  162. 

78.  Evidence  which  is  relevant  to  the  issue,  though  it  be 
wholly  insufficient  to  prove  the  same,  is  admissible,  especially 
if  it  be  illustrative  of  other  important  facts  in  the  case. 
Brown  v.  Clarh,  14  Penn.  State  K.  (2  Harris,)  469. 

79.  Where  a  verdict  is  sustained  by  the  evidence  in  the 
record,  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  on  the  admissibility  of  other 
evidence  making  for  the  successful  party.  Orr  v.  Hollidays, 
9  B.  Mon.  59. 

80.  It  is  not  necessary  to  call  more  than  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses to  an  instrument  in  writing,  to  prove  its  execution. 
MoAdams  v.  Siilwell,  13  Penn.  State  E.  (1  Harris,)  90. 

81.  The  testimony  of  near  relations  for  each  other  in  crim- 
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inal  cases  is  to  be  regarded  with  suspicion,  and  an  instruction 
by  the  court  to  that  effect,  where  a  mother  was  offered  by 
her  SOD,  who  was  on  trial,-  to  prove  an  alibi,  was  held  to  be 
correct.     The  State  v.  JVash,  8  Ired.  35. 

82.  A  fact  may  be  proved  by  secondary  evidence,  if  not 
objected  to.     Phelan  v.  Bonham,  i  Eng.  389. 

83.  "Where  certain  deeds  were  offered  and  read  by  the 
defendant  to  show  certain  boundaries,  the,  plaintiff  was  per- 
mitted to  use  them  to  show  title  in  himself.  Orr  v.  Foote, 
10  B.  Mon.  387. 

84.  A  witness  testified  to  a  conversation  of  the  defendant, 
parts  of  which  were,  relevant  and  parts  irrelevant.  Held, 
that  though  the  evidence  of  the  irrelevant  declarations  was 
reasonably  objected  to,  exceptions  to  its  admission  could  not 
be  sustained.      Whitney  v.  Cottle,  30  Maine,  (17  Shep.)  31. 

85.  There  is  no  standard  for  the  sufficiency  of  evidence  to 
induce  belief ;  and  the  various  degrees  of  more  or  less  must 
be  left  to  the  determination  of  the  jury.  Means  v.  Means, 
5  Strobh.  167. 

86.  In  an  action  to  recover  a  reward  for  the  detection  and 
conviction  of  an  offender,  the  record  of  conviction  is  not 
conclusive  evidence  of  his  guilt.  Mead  v.  Boston,  3  Gush. 
404. 

87.  The  rate  of  interest  fixed  by  the  written  law  of  a 
country  must  be  proved,  like  any  other  fact,  by  the  best 
evidence  which  can  be  produced.  Burton  v.  Anderson,  1 
Texas,  93. 

88.  "Where  a  transcript  of  a  debit  and  credit  account,  in 
relation  to  a  single  transaction  in  which  certain  parties  were 
partners,  showing  a  balance  due  to  one  of  them,  had  been 
made  out,  and  delivered  to  him  by  the  deceased  clerk  and 
book-keeper  of  the  other  partner,  it  was  held,  that  this  was 
prima  facie  evidence  of  a  settlement,  and  of  the  amount 
due,  and  that,  unless  it  were  controverted  by  other  evidence 
an  action  at  law  for  such  balance  might  be  maintained. 
Goodin  V.  Armstrong,  19  Ohio,  44. 

89.  A  witness  stated  that  he  had  seen  certain  notes  and 
mortgages,  not  shown  to  be  lost,  and  stated  their  contents. 
Held,  that  such  evidence  of  itself  disclosed  the  existence  of 


BEST   A2>tD   SECONDAET   EVIDENCE.  165 

better  evidence,  and  was  incompetent.  Moitt  v.  Moulton,  1 
Foster,  (N.  H.)  586. 

90.  Parol  evidence  cannot  be  Substituted  for  what  the  law 
requires  to  be  in  writing.  And  testimony,  which,  of  itself, 
discloses  the  existence  of  a  higher  grade  of  evidence,  is  sec- 
ondary and  inadmissible.  Oreeley  v.  Quimhy,  2  Foster,  (N. 
H.)  335. 

91.'  "When  a  paper  is  lost,  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  lay 
the  foundation  for  introducing  secondary  evidence  of  its  con- 
tents, that  reasonable  search  should  be  made  in  the  place 
where  the  paper  was  last  known  toA^^  been,  and  if  not 
found  there,  then  inquiry  must  be  ma^POT  the  persons  last 
known  to  have  its  custody.  Fletcher  v.  Jackson,  23  Vt.  (8 
Washb.)  581. 

92.  The  admissions  of  a  party,  proven  by  parol  testimony, 
are  not  admissible  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  deed  or  written 
instrument,  without  the  absence  of  the  instrument  is  ac- 
counted for  by  proof  of  notice  to  produce  it  on  proof  of  its 
loss.  The  absence  of  the  instrument  in  another  state  is  not 
a  sufficient  reason  for  admitting  parol  evidence  of  its  con- 
tents.    Threadgill  v.  White,  11  Ired.  591. 

93.  "Where  a  copy  of  a  paper  is  delivered  to  a  party,  and 
the  original  of  the  same  is  kept  by  the  person  delivering  the 
copy,  the  original  cannot  be  read  in  evidence,  to  affect  the 
party  to  whom  the  copy  is  delivered,  with  a  knowledge  of  its 
contents,  without  notice  being  first  given  to  the  latter  to  pro- 
duSfe  such  copy,  and  a  sufficient  ground  being  laid  for  the 
admission  of  a  copy  in  evidence.  The  Cormnonwealth  v. 
Parker,  2  Cush.  212. 

94.  Evidence  of  the  loss  of  an  instrument,  in  order  to  en- 
title the  party  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents,  is 
sufficient,  if  it  show  that  he  has  done  all  that  could  be  reason- 
ably expected  of  him,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
in  searching  for  such  instrument.  Kelsey  v.  Hanraer,  18 
Conn.  311. 

95.  After  a  witness  has  been  admitted  to  testify  as  an  eiBr 
pert,  evidence  cannot  be  given  to  the  jury  of  the  opinions 
of  other  experts  in  the  same  science,  that  the  witness' was 
qualified  to  draw  correct  conclusions  in  the  science  on  which 
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he  had  been  examined,  though  such  testimony  would  liave 
been  properly  offered  to  the  court  to  show  the  competency  of 
the  witness  before  he  was  admitted  to  testify.  Tullis  v. 
Zidd,  12  Ala.  648. 

96.  A  search  for  a  lost  paper,  made  more  than  a  year  be- 
fore the  trial,  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  introduction  of 
secondary  evidence  of  the  paper.  Porter  v.  Wilson,  13  Penn. 
State  K.  (1  Harris,)  641. 

97.  Proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  signature  to  a  lost  in- 
strument, where  the  knowledge  of  the  witness  as  to  that 
handwriting  has  been  acquired  since  he  saw  the  instrument, 
must  be  of  the  most  unequivocal  and  positive  kind ;  such 
as  seeing  the  party  write  or  acknowledge  his  signature.    Ih. 

98.  "Where  it  is  claimed  that  an  agent  acted  under  a  writ- 
ten authority,  that  writing  must  be  produced  or  accounted 
for,  before  secondary  evidence  can  be  admitted  ;  but  objec- 
tions to  the  secondary  evidence  must  be  made  at  the  time  it 
is  offered,  or  they  will  not  be  entertained.  Sicha/rdson  v. 
Provost,  4  Strobh.  57. 

99.  Where  a  mortgage,  which  was  claimed  by  and  ought 
to  have  been  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  though  it  was 
collateral  to  the  issue,  was  offered  in  evidence,  it  was  held, 
that  it  could  not  be  proved  by  a  copy  of  the  record  until  the 
absence  of  the  original  was  accounted  for.  Movyry  v.  Schro- 
der, 4  Strobh.  69. 

100.  Before  inferior  evidence  can  be  received  of  the  con- 
tents of  a  record,  the  absence  of  the  higher  evidence  must 
be  clearly  accounted  for,  as  by  showing  that  the  original 
record  is  lost,  destroyed  or  incapable  of  being  produced. 
Adams  v.  Betts,  1  Watts,  428.  Certificate  of  the  clerk  as 
to  search  and  loss  is  held  sufficient.  Buggies  v.  Alexander, 
2  Eawle,  232. 

101.  Notice  being  given  by  the  defendant's  counsel  to  the 
plaintiff,  to  produce  his  books  of  account,  a  transcript  there- 
from was  presented,  verified  by  his  oath,  and  inspected  by 
defendant's  counsel,  which  was  properly  permitted  to  go  to 
the  jury  as  evidence  in  the  cause.  Fielder  v.  Collier,  13 
Geo.  496. 

102.  A  house  in  Liverpool,  to  whom  cotton  was  consigned, 
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made  a  large  advance  thereon,  and  afterwards  sold  it  for  less, 
and  brought  a  suit  against  the  shipper  in  Georgia  for  the  sum 
deficient.  Held,  that  the  book-keeper  and  proper  clerk  were 
competent  witnesses  to  show  from  their  entries  the  amount 
of  sales,  expenses,  &c.,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  call 
the  weighers,  wharfingers,  &c.     II). 

103.  The  rule  which  permits  secondary  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  a  lost  deed  to  be  given,  requires  clear  proof  of 
the  contents  of  the  deed,  and  such  as  leaves  no  reasonable 
doubt.  Proof  of  the  negotiations  which  led  to  tlie  giving 
of  the  deed,  or  of  what  was  agreed  to  be  conveyed,  is  inad- 
missible.   McBumey  v.  Outter,  18  Barb.  203. 

104.  The  testimony  of  a  person  in  possession  of  a  written 
instrument  within  a  few  days  of  the  trial,  may  be  suflBcient 
to  prove  the  loss  without  calling  a  party  himself  to  show  that 
it  has  not  been  recovered.  Brigg%  v.  Evans,  1  Smith's  0. 
P.  K.  192. 

105.  Wliere,  in  an  action  against  the  endorser  of  a  promis- 
sory note,  the  plaintiff  swears  that  he  delivered  the  note  to 
an  attorney  for  collection,  and  has  not  seen  it  since,  though 
he  has  made  diligent  search  for  it,  and  proves  by  the  clerk 
of  the  court  in  which  suit  was  instituted  against  the  makers 
that  judgment  was  rendered  at  a  particular  term,  and  that 
all  the  papers  in  the  cause  had  been  abstracted  from  his 
office,  a  sufficient  predicate  is  laid  for  the  introduction  of 
secondary  evidence.     Herndon  v.  Givens,  16  Ala.  261. 

106.  The  declaration  of  a  deceased  person,  that  he  had 
sold  a  slave,  and  given  a  bill  of  sale  of  him,  is  admissible 
evidence  in  a  controversy  between  the  administrator  of  the 
deceased  and  the  grantee,  without  accounting  for  the  absence 
of  the  bill  of  sale.    Dooley  v.  McEwing,  8  Texas,  306. 

107.  The  plaintiff  in  replevin,  in  order  to  pr(5ve  property 
in  himself,  offered  in  evidence  a  deposition,  in  which  it  was 
stated  that  the  plaintiff's  wife's  father  "sold  and  conveyed" 
to  her  the  articles  replevied,  before  her  marriage.  Held, 
that  these  words  did  not  imply  that  the  transfer  was  by  an 
instrument  in  writing,  and  that  the  evidence  was  competent 
to  prove  the  plaintiff's  title.    Brown  v.  Fitz,  13  N.  H.  283, 

108.  Where  a  witness  deposed  that  he  was  made  an  agent 
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by  an  instrument  in  writing,  and  proceeded  to  state  the 
powers  conferred  upon  him  by  said  instrument,  which  was 
not  produced,  nor  its  absence  accounted  for,  it  was  held  that 
the  deposition  was  properly  rejected  as  parol  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  a  written  instrument.  Hotchkiss  t.  Dailey,  2 
Carter,  (Ind.)  117. 

109.  A  certified  copy  of  the  record  of  a  deed,  from  the 
court  of  another  state,  is  not  admissible  as  secondary  evi- 
dence, unless  it  be  first  shown  that  the  deed  was  registered 
by  authority  of  law.    Powell  v.  Knox,  16  Ala.  364. 

110.  "Where  a  party's  act  is  given  in  evidence,  as  raising  a 
presumption  unfavorable  to  his  rights,  he  may  show  that  he 
did  the  act  in  consequence  of  the  declarations  of  a  negro, 
and,  by  way  of  explaining  the  act,  show  what  those  declara- 
tions were,  as  part  of  the  res  gestm.  Parris  v.  Jenkins,  2 
Eich.  106. 

111.  Where  a  bill  of  sale  and  warranty  is  alleged  to  be 
lost,  and  its  contents,  as  alleged,  are  denied  by  the  answer, 
they  should  be  substantially  proven,  when  no  copy  is  pro- 
duced, by  a  witness  who  has  seen  or  read  the  instrument,  or 
is  otherwise  enabled  to  speak  with  some  degree  of  accuracy 
as  to  its  contents,  and  identify  it  as  the  one  executed  by  the 
party  to  be  charged.     Hooper  v.  GJdsm,  8  Eng.  (13  Ark.)  496. 

112.  The  only  legal  evidence  of  the  selection  of  lands  given 
to  the  state  of  Indiana  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  2d, 
1827,  is  a  certified  copy  thereof  from  the  office  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  at  Washington,  unless  it  be  made  to  appear 
that  the  original  is  no  longer  to  be  found  there.  Stauffer  v. 
Stephenson.  1  Carter,  (Ind.)  115. 

113.  Parol  proof  of  an  entry  under  a  pre-emption  right  is 
inadmissible,  without  first  showing  that  the  record  evidence 
thereof  cannot  be  had.    Phillips  v.  JBeene,  16  Ala.  720. 

114.  The  contents  of  a  bill  of  sale  cannot  be  proved  by 
parol,  until  the  instrument  itself  is  produced,  or  its  absence 
accounted  for.     Yarlrough  v.  Hudson,  19  Ala.  653. 

115.  Secondary  evidence   introduced,  not  to  supply  the 
place  of,  but  to  contradict  primary  evidence,  will  not  avail 
though  introduced  without  objection.    Jordan  v.  Fenno  8 
Eng.  (13  Ark.)  593. 
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116.  A  -witness  may  testify  to  the  value  of  certain  goods 
conveyed  by  deed  of  assignment,  although  he  had  made  out 
a  written  invoice  or  schedule  of  the  goods  six  or  seven  weeks 
previously  to  the  assignment.    O'Neal  v.  Brown,  20  Ala.  510. 

IIT.  The  schedule,  if  produced,  would  not  be  evidence  of 
the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  assignment.     IT). 

118.  Secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  letter  in  the 
hands  of  a  third  person  is  not  admissible,  unless  the  absence 
of  the  original  is  first  satisfactorily  accounted  for.  Kidd  v. 
Cromwell,  17  Ala.  648. 

119.  Secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  an  execution  is 
admissible,  upon  proof  that  it  has  been  returned  to  the  clerk's 
office,  and  that  diligent  search  has  there  been  made  for  it, 
both  by  the  clerk  and  the  party's  attorney.  The  presump- 
tion of  its  loss  being  once  established,  will  continue  until 
there  is  some  evidence  that  it  has  been  found  since  the 
search.     Poe  v.  Dorrah,  20  Ala.  288. 

120.  A  party  cannot  prove  the  contents  of  a  copy  till  he 
has  proved  the  existence  of  an  executed  original.  Perry  v. 
Roberts,  IT  Mis.  (2  Bennett,)  36. 

121.  Upon  satisfactory  proof  of  the  loss  of  the  declaration 
and  instrument  declared  on,  the  court  will  admit  secondary 
proof  of  their  contents,  and  allow  the  loss  to  be  supplied  by 
other  papers,  conformable  to  the  originals.  Pierce  v.  The 
Ba/nk  of  Tennessee,  1  Swan,  (Tenn.)  265. 

122.  Secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  writing  is  not 
admilsible,  unless  the  absence  of  the  writing  itself  is  first 
accounted  for.     Wiswall  v.  Knevals,  18  Ala.  65. 

123.  Secondary  evidence  will  not  be  received  in  lieu  of 
primary,  unless  the  original  or  primary  evidence  cannot  be 
produced ;  and  when  all  the  evidence  is  of  a  primary  charac- 
ter, it  must  go  to  the  jury,  and  cannot  be  excluded  because 
more  conclusive  proof  might  have  been  ofiered.  Patton  v. 
Bmibo,  20  Ala.  485. 

124.  Two  pages  of  a  statement  of  facts  being  lost,  it  was 
held  that  the  certificate  of  a  clerk,  in  relation  to  the  contents 
thereof,  was  not  admissible  as  evidence.  Pcmis  v.  Loftin,  6 
Texas,  489. 

125.  The  parol  admissions  of  a  party,  made  out  of  court, 
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are  not  admissible  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  judgment,  ren- 
dered against  him  hj  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  the  pro- 
ceedings connected  therewith,  unless  it  be  shown  that  the 
higher  and  better  evidence  cannot  be  produced.  Ware  v. 
Rdberson,  18  Ala.  105. 

126.  A  copy  is  not  admissible  in  evidence  when  the  origi- 
nal is  not  accounted  for,  and  no  notice  is  given  to  produce  it. 
Lewin  v.  Dille,  17  Mis.  (2  Bennett,)  64. 

127.  Before  a  written  contract  can  be  read  in  evidence,  its 
execution  must  be  proved.     Ih. 

128.  The  affidavit  of  a  party  to  a  suit  may  be  received  to 
prove  the  loss  of  a  writing,  in  order  to  let  in  secondary  evi- 
dence of  its  contents.  In  some  cases  more  would  be  required. 
No  general  rule  can  be  laid  down.  The  ruling  must  depend 
on  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.  Wells  v.  Mar- 
tin, 1  Ohio,  386. 

129.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  the  sheriff's 
return  on  an  execution,  unless  the  absence  of  the  higher 
evidence  is  first  accounted  for.    McDade  v.  Mead,  18  Ala.  214. 

130.  After  proof  of  the  loss  of  a  record,  its  contents  may 
be  proved  like  those  of  any  other  lost  document.  Davis  v. 
Pettit,  6  Eng.  349. 

131.  Where  a  witness  has  been  allowed  to  speak  of  the 
contents  of  a  writing,  without  having  it  present  or  account- 
ing for  its  absence,  if  the  evidence  is  objected  to  while  the 
witness  is  still  testifying,  the  court  should  exclude  it  from  the 
jury.     Filley  v.  Talbott,  18  Mis.  (3  Bennett,)  416. 

132.  Where  it  is  shown,  or  can  be  intended,  that  a  paper 
is  in  the  possession  of  a  party,  and  in  court,  so  that  it  can  be 
produced  without  delaying  the  trial,  a  notice  at  the  trial  will 
perhaps  be  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  its  con- 
tents, if  it  is  not  produced.    Brown  v.  Isbell,  11  Ala.  1,009. 

133.  Where  the  plaintiff  declares  upon  a  written  contract, 
which  assigns  a  bill  single,  sets  it  out  in  extenso,  and  stipu- 
lates to  pay  it,  if  the  means  of  payment  shall  not  be  provided 
by  another  source,  he  will  not  be  required  to  prove  it  at  the 
trial,  its  production  not  being  necessary  to  entitle  him  to 
recover,  and  it  not  appearing  to  have  been  in  his  posses- 
sion,   li. 
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134.  Where  a  bill  charges  that  a  company,  represented  by 
the  respondents  to  have  been  duly  organized,  was  never  duly 
organized,  the  record  of  the  organization  is  the  best  and 
most  suitable  evidence  of  the  fact,  and  not  the  oath  of  one  of 
its  officers.     Warner  v.  Dcmiels^  1  W.  &  M.  90. 

135.  An  authenticated  copy  of  an  ante-nuptial  contract  is 
admissible  in  evidence,  on  affidavit  of  the  children  of  the 
parties  to  the  contract  that  they  never  had  nor  saw  the  origi- 
nal, tha,t  they  had  made  diligent  inquiry  for  it,  but  had  been 
unable  to  learn  its  present  existence  or  place  of  existence, 
and  believed  that  it  had  been  lost  or  destroyed  ;  that  one  of 
them  had  made  inquiries,  in  vain,  at  the  recording  offices, 
and  of  his  guardian,  who  informed  him  that  he  had  never 
been  in  possession  of  it,  and  did  not  know  where  it  was,  and 
that  he  believed,  after  diligent  inquiry,  that  the  subscribing 
witnesses  to  the  contract  were  dead.  DeLane  v.  Moore,  14 
How.  (U.  S.)  2'53. 

136.  Before  the  contents  of  a  written  agreement  for  a  lease 
can  be  proved  in  a  suit  against  a  stranger,  there  must  be 
proof  of  loss  and  search  among  the  papers  of  all  the  parties. 
Parh  V.  Bird,  3  Barr,  360. 

137.  Although  it  may  not  be  allowable  for  a  witness  to 
state  a  conclusion  of  law  instead  of  the  facts  on  which  it  is 
predicated,  it  is  competent  for  one  informed  upon  the  subject 
to  answer  whether  certain  persons  did,  at  a  time  and  place 
designated,  enter  into  an  agreement  to  run,  as  a  company,  a 
line  of  stages ;  for  though  the  question,  whether  a  partner- 
ship existed,  may  involve  a  legal  inquiry,  it  is  a  distinct  fact, 
whether  an  agreement  was  entered  into  with  a  view  to  its 
creation.    Anderson  v.  Snow,  9  Ala.  247. 

138.  Lost  or  destroyed  records  may  be  supplied  by  parol 
evidence,  when  no  higher  evidence  is  shown  to  exist ;  but  to 
let  in  such  evidence,  there  must  be  clear  proof  of  the  loss  or 
destruction.    Edkin  v.  Yance,  10  Serg.  &  Bawle,  549. 

139.  An  order  of  sale  by  the  Probate  Court  cannot  be 
supplied  by  parol,  on  the  ground  of  loss,  where  it  is  not 
shown  that  such  order  was  ever  entered  upon  record.     11. 

140.  JVhere  A.  commenced  an  action  against  B.  and  0., 
which  was  settled  without  being  entered  in  court,  and  re- 
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mained  in  the  hands  of  A.'s  counsel,  it  was  held,  in  the  trial 
of  another  suit,  between  B.  and  D.,  in  which  the  same  coun- 
sel acted  as  the  attorney  for  B.,  that  a  notice  to  produce  the 
writ  in  the  former  suit  was  not  suflScient  to  let  in  secondary 
evidence  of  its  contents ;  the  proper  course  being  to  issue  a 
subpoena  duces  tecum.  Baker  v.  Pike,  33  Maine,  (3  Ked.) 
213. 

141.  Proceedings  in  eiTor  are  admissible  in  evidence  be- 
tween the  parties.    Levers  v.  Yan  JBusTiMrk,  4  Barr,  309. 

142.  "Where  evidence  has  been  admitted,  whether  it  be 
secondary  or  not,  or  whether  it  were  properly  or  improperly 
admitted,  becomes  immaterial,  if  the  court,  in  their  charge, 
rule  ot^t  the  point  of  defence  to  which  such  evidence  was 
applicable.    Miles  v.  Stevens,  3  Barr,  21. 

143.  Secondary  proof  of  the  contents  of  a  letter  of  appoint- 
ment cannot  be  received  in  evidence  to  establish  the  agency 
of  a  government  agent,  without  first  accounting  for  the  non- 
production  of  the  original.  United  States  v.  Boyd,  5  How. 
(U.  S.)  29. 

144.  Where  the  plaintiff  has  in  his  possession  the  paper  on 
which  the  suit  was  brought,  signed  by  the  defendant,  this  is 
evidence  from  which  the  jury  may  find  that  the  paper  con- 
tains the  agreement  of  the  parties,  and  that  it  was  delivered. 
Benson  v.  Boteler,  2  Gill,  T4. 

145.  In  order  to  the  introduction  of  secondary  evidence  to 
prove  the  contents  of  a  document,  alleged  to  have  been  lost, 
it  is,  as  a  general  rule,  necessary  to  show  that  search  has 
been  made  among  the  papers  of  the  person,  to  whom  be- 
longed the  custody  of  the  document.  Sellers  v.  Carpenter, 
33  Maine,  (3  Eed.)  485. 

146.  Li  an  action  against  a  justice  of  the  peace,  to  recover 
the  amount  of  a  fine  imposed  by  the  justice  on  the  plaintiff, 
and  paid  by  him,  the  justice  must  produce  the  record  of  the 
case  in  which  the  fine  was  imposed,  if  it  is  necessary  to  his 
justification,  or  show  its  loss,  and  prove  a  conviction  of  an 
offence  of  which  he  had  jurisdiction.  Stromhurg  v.  Earick, 
6  B.  Mon.  578.       . 

147.  The  contents  of  a  paper  cannot  be  proved  by^econd- 
ary  evidence,  unless  the  loss  or  destruction  be  positively 


BEST   AND   SECONDAET   EVIDENCE.  173 

proved,  or  it  appear  that  hona  fide  and  diligent  search  had 
been  made  for  it  in  vain,  where  it  was  likely  to  be  found. 
Murray  v.  Buchanan,  T  Blackf.  549  ;  MulUhin  v.  Boyce,  1 
Gill,  60. 

148.  The  value  of  land  may  be  ascertained  by  considering 
its  annual  rents  as  five  per  centum  on  such  value.  Brooke  v. 
Berry,  2  Gill,  83. 

149.  The  affidavit  of  a  party,  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
the  loss  of  a  paper,  that  he  inquired  for  the  paper  of  persons 
who  might  be  supposed  to  have  it,  and  not  showing  that  he 
himself  searched  for  the  paper  among  the  papers  of  such 
persons,  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  loss.  Mason  v. 
Tallman,  34  Maine,  (4  Ked.)  472. 

150.  An  inquiry  of  a  witness  who  had  control  of  a  person's 
property  after  his  decease,  is  not  objectionable,  on  the  ground 
that  there  is  better  evidence,  viz.,  letters  of  administration. 
Rigg  V.  Coole,  4  Gilm.  336. 

151.  Although  the  opinions  of  medical  men  are  entitled  to 
more  weight  than  those  of  others  on  a  question  of  sanity,  yet, 
on  such  issue,  the  jury  should  find  according  to  the  whole 
evidence,  although  they  find  against  the  opinion  of  the  medi- 
cal witnesses  examined.     Watson  v.  Anderson,  13  Ala.  202. 

152.  Where  a  bond,  given  to  secure  the  claims  of  A.  and 
divers  others,  was  traced  into  the  hands  of  A.,  and  A.  subse- 
quently assigned  all  his  claims  and  demands  to  B.  and  C,  and 
search  was  made  for  the  bond  among  the  papers  of  B.  only,  it 
was  held  not  to  be  such  evidence  of  the  loss  of  the  bond,  and  a 
diligent  search  for  it,  as  to  justify  the  admission  of  secondary 
evidence  of  its  contents.    KiinbaZl  v.  Bellows,  13  N.  H.  58. 

153.  In  general,  the  loss  of  a  substitute  for  the  paper  must  be 
proved  by  the  person  in  whose  hands  it  was  at  the  time  of  the 
loss,  or  to  whose  custody  it  is  traced,  if  he  be  living.  Murray 
V.  Buchamam,  7  Blackf.  549  ;  Mullikm  v.  Boyce,  1  Gill,  60. 

154.  After  loss  has  been  satisfactorily  proved,  parol  evi- 
dence may  be  given  of  the  contents  of  the  lost  writing. 
Granger  v.  Woff'rmgton,  3  Gilm.  299. 

155.  The  non-production  of  a  written  instrument  must  be 
accounted  for,  before  evidence  of  its  contents  can  be'given. 
Marshall  v.  Honey,  9  Gill,  251. 
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156.  Evidence  of  the  contents  of  land  office  receipts  is  not 
admissible,  even  on  proof  that  it  was  the  custom  of  that 
office  to  require  such  receipts  to  be  given  up  on  the  issuing 
of  patents.    Ih. 

157.  Proof  of  a  search  for  an  appeal-bond,  by  the  justice, 
among  all  the  papers  of  his  office,  and  of  a  search  in  the 
county  clerk's  office,  in  the  places  where  such  bonds  are  usual- 
ly kept,  without  success,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  its  loss,  to 
admit  parol  evidence  of  its  contents.  Teall  v.  Ycrni  WycTc,  10 
Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  376. 

158.  A  witness  cannot  give  his  opinion  of  the  damage 
sustained  in  consequence  of  a  mill  lying  still,  but  he  may 
state  facts,  and  error  will  not  lie  for  the  erroneous  decision, 
in  allowing  the  question  to  be  put,  where  facts  only  are 
stated.    DolittU  v.  Eddy,  7  Barb.  Sup.  Ot.  74. 

159.  Where  one  who  had  been  an  attorney  in  a  petition 
for  partition,  testified  that  the  petition  and  the  proceedings 
were  regular,  it  was  held,  that  such  evidence  was  improperly 
admitted,  as  the  witness  should  only  have  stated  the  facts 
and  contents  of  the  partition.  Massure  v.  Noble,  11  El. 
531. 

160.  In  an  action  against  the  clerk  of  a  county  court  for 
not  issuing  a  writ  of  scire  facias  against  a  guardian  who 
failed  to  renew  his  bonds,  it  was  held,  that  the  guardian's 
accounts,  as  rendered  to  the  court,  were  admissible  in  evi- 
dence to  show  the  extent  of  the  loss  by  the  clerk's  laches. 
The  State  v.  Biggs,  11  Ired.  412. 

161.  To  charge  the  defendant,  a  letter  was  offered  by  the 
plaintiff,  claimed  to  have  been  written  by  the  defendant,  to 
prove  which  fact  the  postmaster  of  the  place  of  the  defend- 
ant's residence  testified  that  on  the  day  of  date  of  the  letter, 
a  letter  was  mailed  at  his  office  and  sent  eastward.  Held, 
that  such  evidence  was  inadmissible  to  raise  the  presumption 
that  the  letter  thus  mailed  was  the  one  offered,  and  was 
written  by  the  defendant,  and  that  it  was  improper  for  the 
jury  to  infer  from  the  contents  of  the  letter,  alleged  to  be  a 
forgery,  that  it  was  written  by  the  defendant.  Crandall  v. 
Clark,  7  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  169. 

162.  A  letter,  giving  date  from  a  merchant's  books,  is  in 
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admissible,  as  hearsay ;  the  books  themselves,  properly- 
authenticated,  must  be  produced  in  court.  Owsley  v.  Wool- 
Jwpter,  14:  Geo.  124 

163.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  the  plaintiff 's  interest 
in  the  surplus  proceeds  from  a  sale  of  a  boat,  on  an  exe- 
cution against  several  of  the  joint  owners,  including  the  plain- 
tiff, evidence  is  admissible,  that  other  owners,  not  parties  to 
the  former  action,  agreed  that  the  sheriff  might  sell  the  boat 
out  and  out,  to  redeem  the  plaintiff's  claim,  as  such  owners 
would  be  entitled  to  a  share.  The  remaining  owners,  not 
parties  to  the  former  action  or  to  the  agreement,  retain  their 
interest  in  the  boat,  and  have  none  in  the  surplus.  Hopkins 
V.  Forsyth,  14  Penn.  State  E.  (2  Harris,)  34. 

164.  On  a  trial  for  murder  occurring  in  an  affray,  a  wit- 
ness, who  was  present,  may  be  asked  whether,  when  the 
deceased  mshed  upon  the  defendant,  there  was  time  enough 
for  the  latter  to  escape  and  get  out  of  the  way,  before  the 
deceased  rushed  upon  him.  Stewart  v.  The  State,  19  Ohio, 
302. 

165.  Where  a  person  is  admitted  to  have  been  insane  at  a 
certain  time,  and  evidence  of  his  acts  and  declarations  at 
that  time  to  show  insanity  then,  and  to  raise  an  inference 
that  he  was  insane  twelve  years  before,  is  rejected,  it  is  not 
error.    Harden  v.  Hays,  14  Penn.  State  K.  (2  Harris,)  91. 

166.  A  witness  testifying  to  the  identity  of  a  coat,  was 
not  allowed  to  state  what  was  said  by  a  free  mulatto  woman, 
confirming  his  statement.  Hopper  v.  The  Commonwealth, 
6  Gratt.  684. 

167.  The  rule  that  the  execution  of  an  instrument  must  be 
proved  by  the  subscribing  witness,  if  there  be  one  living 
competent  to  testify,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
is  inflexible.  The  adverse  party  has  an  undeniable  right  to 
require  him  who  offers  the  instrument  in  evidence  to  call  the 
person  who  has  chosen  to  attest  the  fact  of  execution,  that  he 
may,  by  cross-examination,  elicit  all  the  attending  circum- 
stances. The  oath  of  the  party  who  executed  the  instru- 
ment cannot  be  substituted.  6  Hill,  303  ;  2  Wend.  575  ;  2 
Greenleaf  Ev.  §  569  ;  Story  v.  Lovett,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  153. 

168.  The  protest  of  a  promissory  note,  duly  authenticated 
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by  the  signature  and  official  seal  of  a  notary  public,  and  found 
among  his  papers  after  his  death,  is  competent  secondary 
evidence  of  the  acts  of  the  notary,  stated  therein,  respecting 
presentment,  demand  and  refusal,  or  some  substitute  for  it. 
Porter  v.  Judson,  1  Gray,  175. 

169.  If  a  paper  was  never  produced,  and  its  absence  be 
not  accounted  for,  its  contents  cannot  be  shown  by  parol. 
DunnocJc  v.  Dunnock,  3  Md.  Oh.  Decis.  140. 

170.  In  scire  facias  to  revive  a  judgment  in  ejectment 
which  was  to  enforce  payment  of  purchase  money,  against 
the  original  defendant,  and  a  purchaser  at  sheriff's  sale,  a 
written  notice  put  up  at  the  sale,  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  stat- 
ing the  amount  of  purchase  money  due,  that  it  was  assigned 
to  A.,  and  that  no  deed  had  been  made,  or  would  be  made, 
until  the  amount  was  paid,  is  evidence  for  A.,  for  whose  use 
the  scire  facias  was  issued.     Fox  v.  Foster,  4  Barr,  119. 

171.  It  is  a  general  principle  of  the  law  of  evidence,  that 
the  party  offering  to  prove  a  fact  by  a  deed,  must  produce  the 
original,  and  prove  its  execution ;  but  by  the  thirty-first 
rule  of  this  court,  in  certain  classes  of  cases,  office  copies  of 
deeds  of  land  may  be  read  in  evidence.  Hutchinson  v.  Ohad- 
lourne,  35  Maine  (5  Eed.)  189. 

172.  In  an  action  by  an  administrator  against  A.,  to  re- 
cover the  value  of  a  cow  taken  by  him  from  the  intestate,  B. 
testified  that  the  cow  was  the  property  of  the  intestate  by 
virtue  of  an  exchange  of  cows  by  him  and  the  intestate,  and 
that  there  was  an  agreement,  at  the  time  of  the  exchange, 
that  he  should  keep  the  cow  in  question  for  the  intestate. 
Held,  that  A.  might  prove,  as  one  link  in  the  chain  of  evi- 
dence, that  the  intestate  was  not  the  hona  fde  owner  of  the 
said  cow ;  that  B.,  after  said  exchange,  made  a  mortgage  of 
said  cow  to  A.,  without  proving  that  it  was  made  with  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  intestate.  Stamley  v.  Gaylord 
10  Met.  82. 

173.  Unless  proof  is  adduced  of  the  loss  or  destruction  of 
a  deed,  satisfactory  to  the  court,  secondary  evidence  of  its 
contents  cannot  be  received.  "Whenever  the  deed  in  question 
is  traced  to  a  particular  individual,  he  should,  if  alive  be 
examined  as  to  the  loss ;  and,  if  dead,  his  representatives 
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should  be  examined  ;  and  it  makes  no  difference  that  the  in- 
dividual resides  or  died  in  Alabama.  Floyd  v.  Mintrey,  5 
Rich.  361. 

17i.  The  existence  and  subsequent  loss  of  an  instrument 
must  be  first  proved,  before  a  copy  thereof,  or  parol  evidence 
of  its  contents,  can  be  introduced.  Young  v.  Mackall,  3  Md. 
Oh.  Decis.  398. 

175.  The  contents  of  a  complaint  and  warrant  in  a  crimi- 
nal case,  lost  after  being  returned  into  court,  may  be  proved 
by  secondary  evidence.  Commonwealth  v.  BoarJc,  8  Gush. 
210. 

176.  "Witnesses,  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  lost  instrument, 
may  state  the  substance  thereof,  without  giving  the  exact 
words.    Ih. 

177.  Where  a  judgment  was  obtained  in  Maine  against  a 
surety  for  the  debt  of  his  principal,  and  satisfied  in  part,  in 
an  action  for  money  paid  by  the  surety,  a  copy  of  the  note 
was  held  to  be  competent  evidence,  as  the  original  was  out 
of  the  state  and  beyond  the  control  of  the  party.  Lord  v. 
Staples,  3  Foster,  (E.  H.)  448. 

178.  Proof,  that  after  diligent  but  unsuccessful  search  for 
papers,  according  to  the  best  of  witness'  recollection,  he  had 
given  them  to  G.,  who  was  too  sick  to  come  into  court,  and 
who  said  that  he  did  not  have  them,  but  was  under  the  im- 
pression that  he  handed  them  over  to  defendant,  is  not  suffi- 
cient proof  of  their  loss,  assuming  G.'s  declarations  to  be  ad- 
missible.    Gaither  v.  Martin,  3  Md.  146. 

179.  The  paper,  in  this  case,  being  traced  to  the  possession 
of  the  defendant,  if  at  all,  by  inadmissible  testimony,  the 
offer  to  prove  its  loss  by  defendant's  own  oath  was  properly 
rejected.    Ih. 

180.  It  being  proved  that  an  inventory  and  appraise- 
ment of  the  property  was  made  in  writing,  when  the  distress 
for  rent  was  levied,  parol  proof  of  the  contents  of  such  in- 
ventory and  appraisement  cannot  be  received  unless  their 
loss  be  first  established.    Ih. 

181.  The  fact  that  a  subscribing  witness  to  a  deed  had 
gone  to  sea,  and  had  not  been  heard  from  for  four  years, 
though  diligent  inquiry  had  been  made,  is  sufficient  to  let  in 

12 


178  BEST   AND   SKCONDAET   EVIDENCE. 

secondary  evidence  of  his  handwriting;  but  a  temporary 
absence  from  the  state  is  not.    Ih. 

182.  A  subscribing  witness  to  a  written  instrument  must 
be  produced,  if  he  can  be  had — such  being  the  best  evidence 
of  its  execution.    Foye  v.  Leighton,  4  Foster,  (N.  H.)  29. 

183.  Secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  writing, 
which  is  in  the  possession  of  a  third  person,  residing  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  which  cannot  be  presumed 
to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  opposite  party,  is  admissible, 
without  giving  previous  notice  to  said  party  to  produce  the 
original. '  Shepard  v.  Oiddings,  32  Conn.  282. 

184.  The  law  requires  honafide  and  diligent  search  for  the 
paper  alleged  to  be  lost,  in  the  place  where  it  is  most  likely 
to  be  found.     Olenn  v.  Bogers,  3  Md.  312. 

185.  Where  a  father  is  alive,  and  can  be  examined  as  a 
witness,  his  declarations,  whether  made  orally  to  a  witness  or 
in  writing  in  the  family  register,  are  incompetent  as  evidence 
of  the  time  of  a  child's  birth.  Robinson  v.  Blakely,  4  Eich. 
686. 

186.  A  subscribing  witness  must  be  called  to  prove  the 
execution  of  a  written  instrument,  unless  he  be  dead,  or  pre- 
sumed to  be  so,  or  after  diligent  search  or  inquiry  cannot  be 
found,  or  is  beyond  the  sea  or  otherwise  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  or  has  become  incompetent  as  a  witness ; 
and  even  the  admission  under  oath  of  the  party  who  execu- 
ted the  instrument  will  not  enable  the  court  to  dispense  with 
the  subscribing  witness.    Kinney  v.  Flynn,  2  K.  I.  319. 

187.  But,  to  authorize  the  admission  of  secondary  evidence, 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  subscribing  witness  bears 
the  same  name  as  the  wife  of  the  party  executing  the  instru- 
ment, but  it  must  also  be  shown  that  she  is  the  wife.     Ih. 

188.  If  full  proof  be  demanded  to  support  a  claim  against 
an  estate,  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  court, 
stating  that  a  note  for  the  sum  claimed  in  favor  of  the  claim- 
ant and  against  the  deceased  was  deposited  in  his  office,  and 
the  ex  parte  deposition  of  his  successor,  that  no  such  note 
could  be  found  in  the  office,  after  diligent  search,  are  not 
sufficient  to  establish  it.     Young  v.  Maokall,  4  Md.  362. 

189.  Until  full  proof  be  given  of  the  existence,  at  some 


BEST   AND   SECONDAET   EVIDENCE.  179 

time,  of  a  written  obligation,  secondary  evidence  as  to  its 
contents  is  inadmissible.    75. 

190.  The  amount  of  evidence  required  to  prove  the  loss 
of  a  written  instrument,  for  the  purpose  of  admitting  secon- 
dary evidence  of  its  contents,  depends,  in  a  great  measure, 
upon  the  nature  of  the  instrument  and  the  circumstances  of 
the  case.  'Waller  v.  The  Eleventh  School  District  in  JSfew- 
Milford,  22  Conn.  326. 

191.  A  subscription  paper  was  put  into  the  hands  of  the 
plaintiflPs  son,  for  circiilation,  but  the  sum  requisite  to  render 
such  paper  obligatory  was  not  subscribed,  and  it  became  of 
no  value.  The  defendants  did  all  in  their  power  to  obtain  such 
paper,  and  were  chargeable  with  no  neglect,  but  they  omit- 
ted to  call  the  plaintiff's  son,  to  testify  as  to  its  loss ;  held, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  the  court  admitted  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of 
such  paper.     Ih. 

192.  The  secondary  evidence  of  law  papers,  said  to  be  lost, 
must  be  evidence  of  their  contents,  admitted  after  proof  of 
existence  and  loss.    Hill  v.  ParTcer,  5  Rich.  87. 

193.  A  witness  offered  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  letter, 
stated  that  it  was  written  to  himself,  was  "  either  lost  or  deliv- 
ered to  one  of  the  counsel,  and  thathe  had  made  diligent  search 
for  it,  bnt  could  not  find  it."  Held,  that  this  was  sufficient 
proof  of  the  loss  of  the  paper  to  authorize  the  court  to  let  in 
pardl  proof  of  its  contents.     Clements  v.  Ruchle,  9  Gill,  326. 

194.  The  testimony  of  a  witness  that  some  years  before  he 
had  received  a  letter  from  the  plaintiff  in  the  action ;  that  he 
had  searched  for  it  among  his  papers  and  files  of  letters,  and 
every  other  place  where  he  could  think  it  might  be  ;  that  he 
did  not  think  he  had  seen  it  since  he  received  it,  and  be- 
lieved it  was  lost,  is  sufficient  proof  of  loss  to  admit  parol 
evidence  of  its  contents.  Meahim  v.  Anderson,  11  Barb. 
Sup.  Ot.  215. 

195.  If  a  party  wishes  to  introduce  a  copy  deed  in  evi- 
dence, it  will  be  sufficient,  with  the  rule  of  court  in  Georgia, 
to  swear  that  the  original  deed,  in  his  belief,  is  lost  or 
destroyed,  and  that  it  is  not  in  his  custody,  power  or  control. 
Rateree  v.  Nelson,  10  Geo.  439. 
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196.  It  is  a  principle,  that  memorandums,  made  by  a  per- 
son in  the  ordinary  courae  of  business,  of  acts  which  his  duty 
in  such  business  requires  him  to  do  for  others,  are,  in  case  of 
his  death,  admissible  evidence  of  acts  so  done.  A  fortiori, 
the  acts  of  a  public  oflBcer  are  so  admissible,  though  they  may 
not  be  strictly  official,  if  they  are  according  to  general  usage 
and  the  ordinary  course  of  his  office.  Nioholls  v.  Webh,  8 
Wheat.  326  ;  5  Cond.  Eep.  451. 

197.  Therefore,  the  books  of  a  notary  public,  proved  to 
have  been  regularly  kept,  are  admissible  in  evidence,  after 
his  decease,  to  prove  a  demand  of  payment,  and  notice  of 
non-payment  of  a  promissory  note.     lb. 

198.  Proof  by  a  witness  that  he  had  seen  and  read  a  lost 
deed,  and  on  reading  the  copy  offered  in  evidence,  believed 
it  to  be  a  copy  of  the  same,  and  that  he  had  read  the  record  of 
the  registry  thereof,  and  that  the  grantor  had  told  him  that 
he  had  made  siich  a  deed.  Held  to  be  sufficient  proof  to 
authorize  the  reading  of  the  copy.  Dickerson's  Heirs  v. 
Talbot,  14  B.  Mon.  68. 

199.  Where  evidence  is  pertinent,  and,  alone  or  in  connec- 
tion with  other  testimony,  will  establish  the  issue,  it  is  in 
general  admissible,  and  the  court  may  be  required  to  instruct 
the  jury  so  as  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties. 
McNeills  V.  Reynolds,  9  Ala.  313. 

200.  Where  evidence  is  pertinent,  but  insufficient,  the 
court  should  not  assume  that  the  party  has  no  further  proof 
to  adduce,  and  reject  it;  but,  if  it  i^  prima  faoie  irrelevant, 
it  is  incumbent  upon  the  party  offering  it  to  show  how  it  may 
become  relevant,  by  connecting  it  with  other  facts ;  and  if 
this  is  not  done,  it  should  not  be  received.  Abney  v.  Kings- 
lamd,  10  Ala.  355. 

201.  On  the  trial  of  an  action  against  the  city  of  Boston, 
for  an  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of 
falling  into  a  cellar  window  opening  into  a  side-walk  within 
the  limits  of  a  public  street,  the  existence  of  similar  aper- 
tures in  various  other  parts  of  the  city,  in  great  numbers  and 
for  a  long  time,  though  proper  evidence  for  some  purposes,  is  not 
evidence  from  which  the  jury  may  infer  that  such  apertures 
are  not  actionable  obstructions.    Bacon  v.  Boston,  3  Gush.  174. 
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202.  Where  evidence  is  offered  to  prove  that  the  "  acting 
commissioner,"  who  signs  a  patent,  was  not  appointed  by  the 
president,  it  is  questionable  whether  it  is  admissible  in  con- 
troversies where  he  is  not  a  party.  Woocbworth  v.  JETaK,  1 
W.  &M.  389. 

203.  A  receipt,  and  also  a  delivery  order,  given  by  the 
plaintiff  to  a  witness  a  month  after  the  sale,  but  dated  on  the 
day  of  the  sale,  and  not  otherwise  shown  to  be  in  existence 
before  the  sale,  held,  duKcmte  Pollock,  C  B.,  to  be  ad- 
missible, as  affording  some  evidence  of  the  sale  having  taken 
place  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  documents.    Morgan  v. 

Whitmore,  5  Eng.  Law  and  Eq.  Eep.  506. 

204.  The  admission  of  incompetent  testimony,  which  the 
court  afterwards  instructed  the  jury  to  disregard,  is  no  ground 
of  reversal.     Yeatman  v.  Sart,  6  Humph.  3Y5. 

205.  After  evidence  that  a  witness  had  previously  made  a 
different  statement  of  the  transaction  sworn  to  by  him,  evi- 
dence that  since  that  statement  he  has  given  the  same  account 
as  he  now  testifies  to,  is  inadmissible.  Conrad  v.  Griffey^  11 
How.  (U.  S.)  480. 

206.  Where  one  party  shows  title  under  a  third  person, 
and  the  other  offers  an  insolvent  petition  of  such  third  per- 
son, the  fact  that  the  names  are  identical,  and  that  twenty- 
fiv.e  years  have  elapsed  since  the  filing  of  it,  is  not  sufficient 
to  authorize  its  admission.    Sailor  v.  Hertzogg,  2  Barr,  182. 

207.  Where  a  party  is  permitted  to  give  incompetent  tes- 
timony to  support  an  account,  and,  afterwards  becoming 
satisfied  that  the  evidence  is  insufficient  or  inadmissible, 
withdraws  the  account,  the  error  in  admitting  the  assistant 
proof  is  cured.    Strawbridge  v.  8pann,  8  Ala.  820. 

208.  A  deed  of  conveyance  of  land,  in  consideration  of 
which  bonds  in  suit  were  given,  and  which  tends  to  elucidate 
tjie  origin  and  history  of  the  transactions  between  the  parties, 
and  to  explain  their  character,  is  not  so  obviously  irrelevant 
as  to  be  inadmissible.    Evans  v.  Mengel,  3  Barr,  239. 

209.  To  exclude  evidence  from  the  jury,  because  of  irrele- 
vancy, the  irrelevancy  must  be  clear.  Granger  v.  Warring- 
ton, 3  Gilm.  299. 

210.  It  is  sufficient  that  a  witness  called  to  show  what  was 


182  BEST   AND  SECONDAET  EVIDENCE. 

said  relative  to  a  controversy  in  a  certain  conversation,  can 
state  the  whole  of  that  conversation,  as  well  such  parts  as 
relate  to  the  matter  in  controversy  as  other  things,  although 
he  may  not  be  able  to  state  other  conversations  between  the 
same  persons,  at  other  times,  and  upon  other  subjects.  State 
V.  Cowen,  7  Ired.  239. 

211.  If  a  subscribing  witness  to  an  instrument  becomes  in- 
competent from  interest,  without  the  fault  or  agency  of  the 
party  who  claims  under  it,  secondary  evidence  is  admissible 
to  prove  its  execution.    Robertson  v.  Allen,  16  Ala.  106. 

212.  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  party  should  introduce  a 
subscribing  witness  to  an  instrument  who  is  incompetent  to 
testify,  and  give  the  opposite  party  an  opportunity  of  waiv- 
ing all  objection  to  his  competency,  before  he  is  allowed  to 
prove  its  execution  by  other  testimony.     Il>. 

213.  Where  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  deed  that  it 
should  be  signed  by  two  witnesses,  it  is  not  essential  to  the 
validity  of  a  deed  so  signed  that  the  witnesses  should  be  com- 
petent to  prove  its  execution  at  the  time  when  they  put  their 
names  to  it  as  witnesses.  Smith  v.  Chamberlain,  2  N.  H. 
440. 

214.  In  South  Carolina,  if  all  the  subscribing  witnesses  are 
dead  or  out  of  the  state,  the  handwriting  of  all  must  be 
proved.     Hopkins  v.  Albertson,  1  M'Cord,  466. 

215.  An  exemplification  of  a  grant  of  land  under  the  great 
seal  of  the  state  of  Georgia  is  p^r  se  evidence,  without 
producing  or  accounting  for  the  non-production  of  the 
original.  It  is  record  proof  of  as  high  a  nature  as  the 
original.  It  is  a  recognition,  in  the  most  solemn  form,  by 
the  government  itself,  of  the  validity  of  its  own  grant,  under 
its  own  common  seal ;  and  imports  absolute  verity  as  a 
matter  of  record.  Patterson's  Lessee  v.  Winn  et  al.,  5  Pe- 
ters, 233. 

216.  Historical  facts,  of  general  and  public  notoriety,  may 
be  proved  by  reputation,  and'  that  reputation  may  be  estab- 
lished by  historical  works,  of  known  character  and  accuracy. 
But  evidence  of  this  sort  is  confined,  in  a  great  measure,  to 
ancient  facts,  which  do  not  presuppose  better  evidence  in 
existence ;  and  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  or 
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the  remoteness  of  the  period,  or  the  public  and  general  re- 
ception of  the  facts,  a  just  foundation  is  laid  for  general  con- 
fidence.    Morris  v.  Harmer's  Lessee,  7  Peters,  554. 

217.  Secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  written  instru- 
ments is  not  admissible,  where  the  originals  are  within  the 
control  or  custody  of  the  party.  Selree  v.  Dorr,  9  Wheat. 
558  ;  5  Cond.  Eep.  677. 

218.  The  rule  that  secondary  evidence  is  inadmissible 
when  primary  evidence  is  attainable,  though  a  sound  general 
rule,  is  subject  to  exceptions  where  general  convenience  re- 
quires it.  Proof,  for  example,  that  an  individual  has  acted 
notoriously  as  a  public  officer,  is,  prima  facie  evidence  of  his 
character,  without  producing  his  commission  or  appointment. 
Jaool  V.  The  United  States,  1  Brock.  C.  0.  520. 

219.  The  recital  of  a  lease  in  a  deed  of  release  is  conclu- 
sive evidence  upon  all  persons  claiming  under  the  parties  in 
privity  of  estate.  Independently  of  authority,  the  court 
would  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion  upon  principle. 
Ca/rver  v.  Jaclcson's  Lessee,  i  Peters,  1. 

220.  Proof  of  the  handwriting  of  a  deed,  added  to  its  being 
in  the  possession  of  the  grantee,  ia  prima  facie  evidence  that 
it  was  sealed  and  delivered.  The  evidence  to  establish  the 
contents  of  a  lost  deed  is  the  same  as  that  required  in  the 
caee  of  a  lost  bond.  Lessee  of  Sicard  v.  Davis,  6  Peters, 
124. 

221.  A  certified  copy  from  the  office  of  the  county  re- 
corder in  Ohio,  of  an  instrument  not  required  to  be  recorded, 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence  as  proof  of  the  execution  and 
contents  of  the  lost  original,  but  with  other  proof  of  the 
execution  of  the  instrument,  it  may  be  evidence  of  the  con- 
tents.    Webster  v.  Harris,  16  Ohio,  490. 

222.  A  copy  of  the  record  of  a  patent  for  United  States 
land  (such  copy  being  certified  by  the  commissioner  of  the 
general  land  office,  under  the  seal  of  his  office)  is  admissible 
evidence,  if  the  absence  of  the  original  be  sufficiently  ac- 
counted for.    Stephenson  v.  Doe,  8  Blackf  508. 

223.  Sworn  copies  of  written  instruments  are  admissible 
when  the  originals  are  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
St.  Louis  Perpetual  Ins,  Co.  v.  Cohen,  9  Mis.  421. 
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|pre  a  witness  testified  that  a  certain  record  of  a 
reroTattorney  was  a  copy  of  the  original  made  by  him, 
and  that  the  copy  produced  was  a  true  copy  of  the  record, 
having  been  compared  with  it  by  himself,  held,  that  this  was 
not  the  case  of  a  copy  simply,  but  the  case  of  a  second  copy, 
verified  as  a  true  copy  of  the  original ;  and,  therefore,  it  was 
admissible  as  secondary  evidence.  Winn  v.  Patterson,  9 
Peters,  663. 

225.  A  party  claiming  to  have  purchased  land  at  a  sheriff's 
sale  under  execution,  may  show  by  other  proof  than  the 
sheriff's  return  on  the  execution,  that  the  land  was  actually 
levied  upon  and  sold,  and  purchased  by  the  grantee  of  the 
sheriff.    PMLlvps'  Heirs  v.  Jamison,  14  B.  Mon.  583. 

226.  After  the  lapse  of  thirty  years  from  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  a  deed,  the  witnesses  are  presumed  to  be  dead ; 
and  this  is  the  common  ground,  in  such  cas.es,  for  dispensing 
with  the  production  of  them,  without  any  such  further  proof 
of  their  death,  when  the  original  deed  is  before  the  court  for 
proof.  It  is  a  rule  adopted  by  common  convenience,  and 
founded  upon  the  great  diflSculty  of  proving  the  due  execu- 
tion of  a  deed,  after  an  interval  of  many  years  ;  and  the  rule 
applies  not  only  to  grants  of  land,  but  to  all  other  deeds, 
where  the  instrument  comes  from  the  custody  of  the  proper 
party  claiming  under  it.    Wing  et  al.  v.  Patterson,  9  Peters,  674. 

227.  Evidence  that  a  subscribing  witness  to  a  deed  has  been 
diligently  inquired  after,  having  gone  to  sea,  and  been  absent 
for  four  years  without  having  been  heard  from,  is  suQicient 
to  let  in  secondary  proof  of  his  handwriting.  Spring  v.  S.  ,0. 
Ins.  Co.,  8  Wheat.  268,  282  ;  6  Cond.  Eep.  434. 

228.  A  certified  copy  of  a  registered  deed  cannot  be  given 
in  evidence,  if  within  the  power  of  the  party  claiming  under 
it  to  produce  the  original,  unless  there  be  some  express  pro- 
vision by  statute,  making  an  authenticated  copy  evidence. 
Brooks  V.  Marbury,  11  "Wheat.  78  ;  6  Cond.  Eep.  223. 

229.  The  rule  is  a  universal  one,  and  applicable  as  well  to 
criminal  as  to  civil  proceedings,  that  the  best  evidence  the 
nature  of  the  case  admits  of,  and  that  is  within  the  reach  of 
the  party,  is  always  to  be  produced.  United  States  v.  Brit- 
ton,  2  Mason,  464. 
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230.  The  law  requires  the  original  register  of  a  ship,  in  case 
of  her  loss,  to  be  transmitted  to  the  register  of  the  treasury 
to  be  cancelled.  And  as  it  is  the  practice  not  to  destroy  the 
register  after  it  is  canceled,  it  is  a  document  required  by  law 
to  be  deposited  in  the  register's  office,  and  a  certified  copy  is 
legal  evidence.     Catlett  et  al.  v.  Pacific  Ins.  Co.,  1  Paine,  694. 

231.  The  contents  of  a  receipt  said  to  have  been  signed  by 
one  of  the  defendants,  or  the  manner  of  signing  it,  cannot 
be  given  in  evidence ;  the  receipt  should  be  produced. 
Romayne  v.  Duane,  3  "Wash.  0.  0.  246. 

232.  The  reasons  which  forbid  the  admission  of  parol  evi- 
dence to  alter  or  explain  written  agreements  and  other  in. 
struments,  do  not  apply  to  those  contracts  implied  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  such  as  that  which  the  law  implies  with  respect 
to  the  endorser  of  a  note  of  hand.  Susqueharma  Bridge  cmd 
BamJc  Co.  v.  JEvans,  4  "Wash.  C.  0.  480. 

233.  The  affidavit  of  the  party  himself,  that  his  impression 
is,  that  he  tore  up  the  paper  containing  the  contract,  after  it 
had  been  carried  into  execution,  believing  it  of  no  farther 
consequence ;  and  that  if  he  did  not  tear  it  up,  it  has  becom 
lost  or  mislaid,  and  that  he  has  searched  for  it  among  his  pa- 
pers repeatedly,  and  cannot  find  it,  furnishes  a  sufficient 
ground  for  the  introduction  of  secondary  evidence.  Biggs 
V.  Tayloe,  9  Wheat.  483 ;  5  Cond.  Eep.  645. 

234.  The  rule  of  evidence  in  relation  to  the  admission  of 
secokdary  evidence,  to  prove  the  contents  of  written  instru- 
ments, must  be  so  applied  as  to  promote  the  ends  of  justice 
and  guard  against  fraud  and  imposition.  If  the  circumstan- 
ces will  justify  a  well-grounded  belief  that  the  original  paper 
is  kept  back  by  design,  no  secondary  evidence  ought  to  be 
admitted ;  but  when  no  such  suspicion  attaches,  and  the 
paper  is  of  that  description  that  no  doubt  can  arise  as  to  the 
proof  of  its  contents,  there  can  be  no  danger  in  admitting 
the  secondary  evidence.  Benner  v.  The  Bank  of  Columbia, 
9  Wheat.  581 ;  5  Cond.  Eep.  691. 

235.  A  will,  after  c5fitestation  and  probate,  was  mislaid, 
and  after  nine  years  a  copy  was  allowed  to  be  read  to  the 
jury  in  a  real  action  for  part  of  lie  land  devised  by  the  will. 
Spencer  et  ux.  v.  Spencer,  1  Gallis.  622. 
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236.  To  authorize  the  admission  in  evidence  of  a  copy  of  a 
paper  which  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  the  ex- 
istence and  authenticity  of  the  original  must  first  be  clearly 
proved.    Bhodes  v.  Seilert,  2  Barr^  18. 

237.  "Where  the  records  of  a  court  have  been  lost  or  de- 
stroyed, a  party  may,  after  their  existence  and  loss  have  been 
established,  resort  to  the  next  best  evidence  which  the  nature 
of  the  case  admits ;  and  if  written  copies  do  not  exist,  their 
contents  may,  when  necessary,  be  established  by  parol. 
Childress  v.  Allin,  17  Lou.  37. 

238.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of  a  trunk  and  con- 
tents lost  on  tlie  defendants'  rail-road,  held,  that  the  fact 
that  the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger,  and  that  the  defendants 
took  his  baggage,  was  sufiiciently  proved  by  his  possession 
of  the  baggage  check  and  "-the  testimony  of  the  baggage- 
master  to  the  custom  of  giving  checks.  Dcmis  v.  Tlie  Oayuga 
&  Susqueha/nna  R.  R.  Co.,  10  How.  Pr.  330. 

239.  The  affidavit  of  a  party  that  "  he  had  handed  over  a 
certain  letter  to  his  counsel  for  perusal,  and  that  the  said  let- 
ter had  been  lost  or  mislaid,  he  not  being  able  to  find  the 
same  in  his  office,  after  making  diligent  search  for  it,"  is  in- 
sufficient to  justify  the  introduction  of  secondary  evidence. 
Lochhart  v.  Jones,  9  E.  381. 

240.  The  original  papers  in  a  cause  are  not  admissible  evi- 
dence, if  the  final  record  has  been  made  up  as  required  by 
the  statute  of  Alabama.    Brown  v.  Islell,  11  Ala.  1,009. 

241.  Where  the  party  sought  to  be  charged  in  the  action 
upon  a  contract,  after  its  delivery  had  torn  off  a  part  of  it,  in 
a  struggle  to  destroy  it,  the  mutilated  agreement  may  be  pro- 
duced and  the  part  torn  off  supplied  by  parol,  without  pre- 
vious notice  to  produce  such  part.  ScoUy.  Pentz,  5  Sandf.  572. 

242.  Where  a  party  proposes  to  introduce  secondary  evi- 
dence, under  circumstances  which  clearly  presuppose  that 
higher  evidence  is  withinhis  power,  it  is  very  natural  to  pre- 
sume that  he  does  so  from  some  secret  and  sinister  motive ; 
conscious,  perhaps,  that  should  the  iiigher  evidence  be  ad- 
duced, it  would  give  a  complexion  to  the  case  by  no  means 
favorable,  if  not  directly  adverse  to  his  interest.  2  Ev.  Po- 
thier,  147. 
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^  243.  To  prove  that  a  person  is  a  public  officer,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  he  acted  as  such  ;  for  then,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  was 
duly  and  legally  appointed.    3  Stark.  Ev.  392-3. 

244.  In  an  action  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
where  the  defendant's  attorney  had  given  notice  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  produce  all  papers  relating  to  the  bill  in  question,  (de- 
scribing it,)  "  which  said  bill  was  accepted  by  the  defendant," 
held,  that  the  notice  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  de- 
fendant's acceptance.    Molt  v.  Squire,  Ey,  &  Mo.  282. 

245.  Where,  on  a  former  trial  of  the  same  cause,  the 
defendant  gave  in  evidence  a  letter  from  the  agent  of  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  which  contained  facts,  the  legal  effect 
of  which  were  against, the  defendant;  on  a  new  trial,  the 
plaintiff  offered  this  letter  as  evidence ;  and  on  objection 
being  taken,  the  court  held  that  an  offer  of  the  letter  on  the 
former  trial  was  an  admission  of  the  facts  contained  in  it, 
and  received  it  on  that  ground.  M' Clay's  Lessee  v.  WorJc, 
10  Serg.  &  Eawle,  194. 

246.  In  ejectment,  the  plaintiff,  in  deducing  his  own  title, 
produced  a  deed  reciting  a  judgment  in  virtue  of  which  the 
defendant  had  a  good  defence,  and  it  was  held  an  admission 
superseding  the  necessity  of  the  defendant's  producing  the 
record.     Garner's  Lessee  v.  Johnston,  Peck,  24,  26. 

247.  The  admission  of  a  party  out  of  court  will  not  supply 
the  pfece  of  a  record.  Thus,  in  trover,  an  admission  by  the 
plaintiff  that  the  property  in  question  was  taken  by  virtue 
of  an  attachment,  does  not  make  out  a  justification  for  the 
defendant  who  justifies  under  the  attachment,  but  he  must 
produce  the  record.    Jenner  v.  Joliffe,  6  Johns.  9. 

248.  In  an  action  against  a  person  for  non-attendance  as  a 
witness,  the  subpoena  must  be  produced,  and  his  confession 
that  he  had  been  served  with  the  subpoena  does  not  dispense 
with  the  necessity  of  its  production.  Hasbrouch  v.  Baker, 
10  Johns.  249. 

249.  "  The  mere  claim  to  be  a  public  officer,  and  the  per- 
formance of  a  single  or  even  a  number  of  acts  in  that  char- 
acter, would  not  perhaps  constitute  an  individual  an  pfficer 
de  facto.    There  must  be  some  color  of  an  election  or  ap- 
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pointment,  or  an  acquiescence  on  the  -part  of  the  public  for  a 
length  of  time  which  would  afford  a  strong  presumption  of  at 
least  a  colorable  election  or  appointment.  Wilcox  v.  Smith, 
5  Wend.  231. 

250.  Where  the  person  assuming  to  be  an  officer  is  himself 
a  party  to  the  suit,  and  the  only  individual  to  be  injuriously 
affected  by  an  inquiry  into  the  validity  of  his  official  title, 
proof  of  acts,  &c.,  is,  in  his  favor,  vnQve  prima  facie  evidence 
of  his  being  such.    Fowler  v.  Beebe,  9  Mass.  231. 

251.  Though  the  writing  be  not  the  foundation  of  the  ac- 
tion, but  comes  in  question  collaterally,  the  highest  evidence 
of  its  execution  must  be  produced.  Roberts  v.  Tennell,  3 
Monroe,  24:7.  And  the  original  in  such  cases,  as  in  others, 
must  be  shown,  or  its  non-production  legally  excused.  Cope 
V.  Arlerry,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  296. 

.262.  In  replevin  against  an  officer  for  goods  attached  by 
him  under  a  writ  that  had  never  been  returned,  on  account 
of  the  suit  having  been  settled  by  the  parties,  held,  that  as 
the  officer's  omission  to  make  a  return  was  excused  by  the 
act  of  the  parties  in  suppressing  the  suit,  he  might  produce 
the  writ,  and  then  prove  by  parol  that  the  goods  were  taken 
by  virtue  of  it.     Frost  v.  Shejpleith,  7  Greenleaf,  236. 

253.  Wherever  written  evidence  exists  of  the  facts  sought 
to  be  proved  by  parol,  whether  the  existence  of  such  evi- 
dence appear  on  the  direct  or  cross-examination  of  the  wit- 
nesses introduced,  makes  no  difference.  Its  disclosure,  at  any 
period  of  the  trial,  brings  its  importance  into  view  as  the 
best  evidence.  Hence,  though  a  party  may  conduct  his  ex- 
amination so  as  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  writing  and  keep 
its  existence  out  of  sight,  if  it  turn  out  that  it  is  the  highest 
evidence,  and  should  have  been  produced  by  him,  whenever 
its  existence  appears,  the  inferior  evidence  given  will  be  ex- 
cluded altogether.     Boone  v.  By'kes'  Legatees,  3  Monroe,  529. 

254.  In  Brewer  v.  Palmer,  3  Esp.  213,  Lord  Eldon,  in  an 
action  for  use  and  occupation,  nonsuited  the  plaintiff  because 
of  the  non-production  of  the  written  lease. 

255.  Where  a  party  sues  upon  a  lost  instrument  in  a  court 
of  law,  which  the  defendant  may  be  compelled  to  pay,  if 
found,  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  he  must  do  something  more 
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than  prove  the  mere  loss  ;  even  in  such  cases,  however,  he 
is  not  bound  to  give  positive  and  unequivocal  evidence  of 
destruction ;  indeed,  circumstantial  or  presumptive  evidence 
is  said  to  be  the  ordinary  proof.  But  the  measure  of  it  must 
be  such  as  to  establish,  beyond  reasonable  doubt,  that  the 
defendant  cannot  be  made  liable  on  the  instrument  a  second 
time  to  a  lona  fide  holder.  Swift  v.  Stevens,  8  Conn.  431 ; 
Page  v.  Page,  15  Pick.  368;  Bowley  v.  Ball,  3  Cowen, 
303. 

256.  Where  a  plaintiff  had  surreptitiously  obtained  from  his 
adversary  a  paper,  (viz.,  a  bill  of  items  of  an  account,)  neces- 
sary as  evidence  for  the  latter,  the  court  stayed  the  proceed- 
ings iu  the  suit  till  the  plaintiff  should  give  a  copy  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  prothonotary,  and  ordered  that  the  copy 
should  be  evidence.     Edginton  v.  Nixon,  2  Bing.  316. 

257.  That  proof  of  the  loss  or  destruction  of  an  instrument 
is  sufficient  to  lay  the  foundation  for  introducing  secondary 
evidence  of  its  contents,  is,  as  a  general  rule,  well  established. 
Sometimes  the  loss  or  destruction  is  proved  directly,  e.  g.,  by 
the  person  who  destroyed  it  swearing  to  the  fact,  and  some- 
times the  fact  is  made  out  by  circumstantial  evidence,  as  by 
showing  that  it  was  deposited  in  a  particular  chest,  office  or 
HStise,  which  was  subsequently  destroyed  by  fire  or  the 
ravages  of  war.  Jackson,  ex  dem.  Livingston  v.  Neely,  10 
Johns.  3T4:. 

258.  "Where  a  deed  of  lands  was  lost,  and  the  witness  who 
testified  that  there  were  subscribing  witnesses  to  it,  did  not 
know  their  names,  and  it  not  appearing  that  the  party  had 
the  means  of  ascertaining  them ;  held,  that  he  could  prove 
the  deed  by  acknowledgments  of  the  opposite  party.  Jack- 
son,  ex  dem.  Hoogland  v.  Yail,  7  "Wend.  125. 

259.  It  is  not  by  any  means  a  matter  of  course  to  let  a 
party  in  to  give  secondary  evidence,  even  where  he  produces 
direct  proof  of  the  fact  of  destruction.  If  the  destruction  was 
accidental,  and  occurred  without  his  agency  or  assent,  or 
even  if  it  was  voluntary  and  his  own  act,  but  yet  done  under 
a  mistake,  so  as  to  rebut  all  idea  of  contemplated  fraud,  in- 
ferior evidence  will  usually  be  allowed.  Thus,  should  a 
party  destroy  a  paper,  under  the  erroneous  impression  that 
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it  could  be  of  no  further  use,  he  may  afterwards,  notwith- 
standing, prove  its  contents  by  secondary  Evidence.  Riggs 
V.  Tayloe,  9  Wheat.  483. 

260.  "Where  there  are  two  or  more  subscribing  witnesses, 
and  one  is  incompetent,  being  interested,  you  cannot  resort 
to  proof  of  their  handwriting,  without  accounting  for  the 
absence  of  the  others.  Davison's  Lessee  v.  Bloomer,  1 
Dall.  123. 

361.  "When  the  original  is  lost,  and  there  is  a  counterpart, 
the  latter  should  be  accounted  for  before  inferior  evidence  is 
admissible.  But  after  the  loss  of  the  different  parts  are 
proved,  or  these  are  shown  unattainable,  then  examined 
copies  of  the  parol  evidence  of  witnesses  may  be  resorted  to. 
Kerns  v.  Swop,  2  Watts,  75,  Y9. 

262.  Writings  required  must  be  shown  in  the  party's  pos- 
session or  power  before  it  can  be  said  that  he  is  in  fault 
for  not  producing  them,  and  consequently,  before  secondary 
evidence  of  their  contents  is  received,  or  any  inference  made 
against  him  from  their  non-production.  Life  c&  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  V.  The  Mechanics^  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  7  Wend.  34. 

263.  In  some  cases  it  has  been  held,  that  the  party  musi 
testify,  in  order  to  rebut  the  suspicion  that  he  is  endeavoring 
to  substitute  inferior  for  primary  evidence,  in  order  to  de- 
fraud ;  as  where  he  is  presumed,  from  the  circumstances,  to 
be  in  possession  of  the  instrument.  Tayloe  v.  Riggs,  1  Pe- 
ters, 591. 

264.  In  an  action  on  a  lost  note,  evidence  of  loss,  coupled 
with  the  lapse  of  eighteen  years,  was  held  sufficient  to  show 
that  the  defendant  could  not  be  subjected  to  pay  it  again, 
and  therefore  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  recover.  Peabody 
V.  Denton,  2  Gallis.  351. 

265.  If  a  lost  bond  or  deed  was  attested  by  witnesses,  they 
should  be  called,  or  an  excuse  rendered  for  their  absence, 
before  confessions  or  other  testimony  can  be  received.  Rees 
V.  Lawless,  4  Litt.  219. 

266.  In  a  suit  against  the  maker  of  a  note,  who  pleads 
forgery  and  supports  his  plea  by  an  affidavit,  the  testimony 
of  witnesses  who  had  not  seen  him  write  or  sign,  and  who 
only  express  their  belief  of  the  genuineness  of  the  signature 
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from  its  similarity  to  signatiires  of  the  same  person  whicli  they 
had  seen,  is  not  sufficient.    Robinson  v.  Amet^  15  Lou.  262. 

267.  The  rule,  that  the  best  evidence  must  be  produced? 
means  only,  that  so  long  as  higher  or  better  evidence  is 
within  the  power  of  the  party,  he  shall  not  be  allowed  to 
introduce  inferior.    Spencer  v.  Conrad,  9  E.  T8. 

268.  When  vendors  claim  to  be  privileged  creditors  for  the 
amount  of  notes  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust  on  a  steamer  at- 
tached, the  notes  and  deed  of  trust  must  be  produced.  An 
endorsement  on  the  enrolment,  declaring  the  existence  of 
the  deed  of  trust  and  the  date  and  amount  of  the  notes,  and 
the  recital  of  the  deed  in  the  act  of  sale  to  the  defendant  in 
attachment,  are  not  sufficient  against  third  persons.  Cam- 
mack  V.  Oriffin,  2  An.  175. 

269.  The  affidavit  of  a  party  is  admissible  in  evidence  to 
show  the  loss  or  destruction  of  his  titles,  and  support  the 
circumstances  which  render  the  loss  probable.  Gravier  v. 
Eapp,  12  Lou.  162. 

270.  In  an  action  by  one  of  two  makers  of  a  joint  and 
several  promissory  note,  who  had  paid  the  whole  amount  in 
satisfaction  of  a  judgment  thereon  obtained  against  him,  to 
recover  from  his  co-obligor  one  half  of  the  amount  so  paid,  a 
transcript  of  the  record  of  the  action  against  the  former,  to 
which  the  latter  was  not  a  party,  is,  in  the  absence  of  the 
original  note,  or  of  any  evidence  of  its  execution  or  con- 
sideration, insufficient  to  support  the  action.  Bedc  v.  Hunter, 
3  An.  641. 

271.  Loose  admissions,  or  conversations  of  parties,  cannot 
supply  the  absence  of  documentary  evidence,  when  in  exist- 
ence. The  documents  themselves  must  be  produced,  unless 
their  loss  be  satisfactorily  proved,  or  their  absence  clearly 
accounted  for,  and  then  their  contents  must  be  established. 
Clark  V.  Slidell,  5  K.  330. 

272.  Where  the  object  is  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  corpo- 
ration in  another  state,  it  is  no  objection  to  the  admissibility 
of  the  testimony  of  a  witness  .offered  to  prove  that  he  had 
cori'esponded  with  the  corporation,  that  the  act  of  incorpo- 
ration would  be  better  evidence.  FMladelphia  Bank  v. 
Lambeth,  4  R.  463. 
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273.  A  copy  made  by  a  witness  at  the  request  of  one  of 
the  defendants  from  the  original,  which  was  afterwards  re- 
turned to  the  latter,  is  admissible  when  plaintiff  swears  that 
he  had  seen  the  original  in  possession  of  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  has  notified  the  latter  to  produce  the  original, 
although  two  of  the  defendants  answer  that  they  had  no  such 
paper  in  their  possession,  nor  had  ever  seen  it,  and  that  their 
co-defendant  was  absent.    Hills  v.  Jacobs,  7  K.  406. 

2T4:.  To  prove  a  receipt,  attested,  the  subscribing  witness 
must  be  called.     Heckert  v.  Haines,  6  Binn.  16. 

275.  To  prove  the  contents  of  a  lost  receipt,  attested,  the 
subscribing  witness  must  be  called.  M''Mahan  v.  M'' Grady, 
6  Serg.  &  Kawle,  314. 

276.  "Where  an  administrator,  to  support  his  charges  in 
an  administration  account  for  payment  of  taxes,  offered  wit- 
nesses to  prove  the  fact  of  such  payment,  held,  that  the  re- 
ceipts of  the  collector  were  better  evidence,  and  should  be 
produced.    Hall  v.  Hall,  1  Mass.  101. 

277.  Evidence  of  what  was  proved  on  a  former  trial,  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  the  ground  of  recovery,  cannot  be 
received  without  producing  the  record  of  such  trial.  Cooper 
V.  Watson,  10  "Wend.  202. 

278.  Where  a  contract  was  made  in  one  place  to  deliver 
merchantable  goods  in  another,  and  it  does  not  appear  that 
what  is  merchantable  at  the  place  of  contract  is  not  mer- 
chantable at  the  place  of  delivery,  testimony  to  show  that 
the  goods  delivered  were  merchantable  at  the  place  of  the 
contract,  is  admissible.    Stocknell  v.  Craig,  7  Shep.  378. 

279.  The  rule  that  the  execution  of  an  instrument  must  be 
proved  by  the  subscribing  witness,  if  there  be  one  living 
competent  to  testify,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
is  inflexible.  The  oath  of  thfe  grantor,  obligor  or  mortgagor, 
cannot  be  substituted.  Story  v.  Lovett,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  K. 
153. 

280.  Evidence  of  unsatisfied  judgments  is  competent  testi- 
mony to  raise  a  presumption  of  insolvency.  Ansley  v.  Car- 
los, 9  Ala.  973. 

281.  The  acts  and  conduct  of  slaves  towards  each  other,  as 
family  conduct,  may  be  shown  in  evidence,  and  the  conduct 
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of  a  slave  child  in  calling  another  slave  mother,  is  a  circum- 
stance which  may  be  proved  to  a  jury  to  identify  the  relation 
of  mother  and  child.     White  v.  Strother,  11  Ala.  720. 

282.  The  written  return  of  the  officer  on  a  writ  is  competent 
evidence  to  prove  an  attachment  of  property,  notwithstanding 
the  writ  may  have  never  been  returned  to  court.  Wilder  v. 
Bolden,  24  Pick.  8. 

283.  Evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  to  the  court  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  service  of  a  writ,  it  was  not  sealed,  and  did 
not  contain  the  name  of  the  county  in  which  it  was  issued. 
I^ope  V.  Anthony,  5  Blackf.  212. 

284.  The  judge's  minutes  of  a  trial  are  not  competent, 
where  he  cannot  testify  that  they  are  correct.  Huff  v.  Ben- 
nett, 2  Selden,  (N.  T.)  337. 

285.  Parol  evidence  will  not  be  received  to  show  that  on 
diligent  examination  of  the  records  of  the  parish,  no  act 
raising  certain  mortgages  could  be  found ;  it  is  not  the  best 
evidence.     Cannon  v.  Ldbarre,  13  Lou.  401. 

286.  It  is  not  the  duty  of  an  American  consul  to  attest  the 
signatures  of  public  functionaries  in  the  countries  where 
they  reside,  and  such  attestation  is  not  an  authentication. 
Stein  V.  Stein,  9  Lou.  281. 

287.  "Where  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  an  instru- 
ment is  dead,  and  the  residence  of  the  others  are  out  of  the 
state  or  xmknown,  it  will  be  admissible  in  evidence  on  proof 
of  the  signature  of  the  principal.  Orcmd  Crulf  R.  Co.  v. 
Barnes,  12  R.  127 ;  Sexton  v.  MoOill,  2  An.  190. 

288.  Parol  evidence  of  the  written  authority  by  which 
defendants  empowered  an  agent  to  accept  bills  for  them,  will 
be  admissible,  where  the  power  itself  is  not  in  plaintiff's 
possession  nor  under  his  control.  Krmutler  v.  JJ.  S.  Ba/nlc, 
12  R.  456. 

289.  The  written  authority  of  the  vendor  is  the  best  evi- 
dence of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  sale  of  an  immovable 
or  slave  at  auction.  The  proces  verbal  of  the  auctioneer  is 
the  next  best.    Maoa/rty  v.  Cam,al  Co.,  8  E.  102. 

290.  To  prove  a  purchase  of  goods,  the  bill  of  parcels,  de- 
livered by  the  vendor  to  the  vendee,  need  not  be  produced. 
Blood  V.  Harrington,  8  Pick.  653. 

13 
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^91.  To  show  the  probable  loss  of  a  record,  it  is  competent  to 
prove  that,  at  the  time  the  record  should  have  been  made,  and 
subsequently,  the  officers  keeping  them  were  careless  and  negli- 
gent of  their  duties.  Stevens on^s  Heirs  v.  M^Kea/ry,  12  S.  &M.  9. 

292.  Evidence  tending  to  show  a  particular  fact  is  admis- 
sible, although  not  alone  sufficient  to  establish  it.  Platte 
County  V.  Marshall,  10  Mis.  345. 

293.  A  copy  of  a  letter  addressed  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant,  demanding  payment  of  the  money  for  which  the 
action  is  brought,  should  not  be  received  in  evidence  to 
prove  the  demand,  except  on  proof  of  notice  to  the  defendant 
to  produce  the  original.    Weeks  v.  Lyon,  18  Barb.  630. 

294.  A  newspaper,  containing  an  announcement  of  the 
death  of  an  individual,  is  not  admissible  in  evidence,  in  the 
courts  of  the  state  of  New- York,  to  prove  the  fact  of  such 
person's  death.  Fosgate  v.  Merhimer  Manufacturvng  and 
Hydrandio  Co.,  9  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  287. 

295.  Upon  a  question  whether  a  purchase  was  fraudulently 
made  by  a  vendee,  in  anticipation  of  insolvency,  evidence 
that  he  fraudulently  purchased  other  and  similar  goods  about 
the  same  time,  by  means  of  similar  pretences,  may  be  ad- 
mitted.   Bradley  v.  Ohear,  10  N.  H.  477. 

296.  "Where  a  witness  has  been  so  situated  as  to  render  it 
probable  that,  if  a  fact,  notorious  and  ostensible  in  its  cha- 
racter, ever  existed,  he  would  have  known  it,  his  entire  want 
of  knowledge  on  the  subject,  though  weak,  is  admissible 
evidence.    Kid  v.  Cromwell,  17  Ala.  602. 

297.  A  witness  may  testify  as  to  the  actual  costs  of  pro- 
perty at  any  particular  place,  to  fix  its  value.  Whi^le  v. 
Walpole,  10  ]Sr.  H.  130. 

298.  In  order  to  show  the  reasonableness  of  a  physician's 
charge,  evidence  of  what  the  same  physician  charged  in 
other  cases  is  not  admissible.     Collins  v.  Fowler,  4  Ala.  647. 

299.  Although  a  parol  agreement  to  work  for  the  de- 
fendant for  two  years  is  void,  yet  the  plaintiff  may  recover 
for  work  and  labor  performed  during  that  time,  and  may  put 
the  contract  in  evidence  to  show  the  understanding  between 
the  parties  as  to  the  rate  of  compensation.  MaOluchy  v. 
Bitter,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  618. 
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1.  Minutes  of  testimony,  taken  by  counsel  or  by  a  judge 
on  a  former  trial,  can  only  be  resorted  to  as  memoranda 
to  refresh  the  memory  of  a  witness  testifying  to  what  then 
took  place.     Green  v.  Brown,  3  Barb.  Sup.  Ot.  119. 

2.  Where  a  person,  testifying  to  what  was  sworn  to  by  a 
witness  on  a  former  occasion,  states  that  he  took  minutes  of 
the  testimony,  and  intended  to  take  down  what  the  witness 
swore  to,  and  believes  he  did  so,  but  that  he  has  no  remem- 
brance of  the  witness'  testimony,  independent  of  his  minutes, 
he  cannot  be  allowed  to  state  the  contents  of  his  minutes.    Ih, 

3.  When  a  witness,  who  has  once  testified  upon  the  trial 
of  a  case,  has  deceased,  his  testimony  may  be  used  upon  a 
subsequent  trial  of  the  same  case,  provided  the  substance  of 
what  he  testified,  both  in  chief  and  on  cross-examination,  can 
be  proved  in  the  very  words  used  by  him.  Marsh  v.  Jones, 
21  Yt.  (6  Washb.)  378. 

4.  It  is  not  enough,  in  proving  what  a  deceased  witness 
formerly  testified  to,  to  prove  the  substance  of  the  testimony 
of  the  deceased  witness,  but  the  whole  of  his  testimony  and 
the  precise  words  must  be  given.  TTie  Commonwealth  v. 
Richards,  18  Pick.  434: ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  1  Wright,  643 ; 

n^arren  v.  Nichols,  6  Met.  261.     Hubbaed,  J.,  dissenting. 

5.  Upon  the  second  trial  of  a  cause,  it  is  suflScient  to  prove 
the  substance  of  what  was  sworn  to  by  a  witness,  since  de- 
ceased, upon  the  former  trial  of  the  same  cause.  Sloan  v. 
Somers,  1  Spencer,  66. 

6.  The  deposition  of  a  deceased  witness,  taken  in  a  former 
action,  is  admissible  in  evidence  in  an  action  in  which  the 
same  matter  is  in  issue,  between  persons  who  were  parties  to 
the  former  action,  although  other  persons,  not  now  before  the 
court,  were  also  parties  to  the  former  action.  Philadelphia, 
Wilmington  and  Baltimore  Rail-Boad  Co.  v.  Howard,  13 
How.  (U.  S.)  307. 
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7.  A  party  may  prove  what  a  deceased  witness  had 
testified  to  at  a  former  trial  of  the  same  action.  Watson  v. 
Lisbon  Bridge,  2  Shep.  201. 

8.  The  proof  of  what  a  deceased  witness  testified  to  at  a 
former  trial  between  the  same  parties,  cannot  be  admitted 
until  the  fact  of  the  trial  is  proved  by  record.  The  error 
will  be  cured  if  the  record  be  produced  before  the  close  of 
the  evidence.     Chambers  v.  Hunt,  2  N.  J.  552. 

9.  Notes  of  the  testimony  of  deceased  witnesses,  taken  on 
a  former  trial  between  the  same  parties,  and  bearing  directly 
on  the  same  subject  of  dispute,  are  admissible  in  evidence. 
Jones  V.  Wood,  16  Penn.  State  E.  (4  Harris,)  25. 

10.  Where  a  witness  who  has  testified  in  a  cause  is  dead, 
another  witness,  on  a  trial  of  the  same  cause  between  the 
same  parties,  may  testify  as  to  the  "  substance"  of  what  the 
deceased  witness  testified  on  the  former  trial.  Wagers  v. 
Biokey,  17  Ohio,  439. 

11.  The  minutes  of  a  judge,  of  the  testimony  given  on  a 
former  trial,  are  not  of  themselves  evidence.  If  the  judge 
making  them  testifies  that  they  are  correct,  or  that  he  has  no 
doubt  of  their  being  so,  they  are  admissible.  But  where  the 
judge  cannot  testify  that  they  are  full  and  accurate,  they  can- 
not, of  themselves,  be  regarded  as  evidence.  Huff  v,  Bennett, 
4  Sandf  Sup.  Ct.  120. 

12.  If  a  witness  reside  out  of  the  state,  what  he  swore  at  a 
former  trial  may  be  given  in  evidence.  Magill  v.  Kauffmam,, 
4  Serg.  &  Eawle,  317. 

13.  A  deposition  taken  in  one  case,  in  order  to  be  read  in 
another,  must  be  between  the  same  parties  and  relate  to  the 
same  subject-matter.  Crawford,  Governor,  v.  Word,  7  Geo.  445. 

14.  Interrogatories  which  have  been  read  on  a  previous 
trial,  without  exception  to  their  execution,  cannot  be  excepted 
to  on  a  subsequent  trial ;  the  failure  to  except  in  the  first 
instance  is  a  waiver  of  the  objection.  Thomas  v.  Kinsey,  8 
Geo.  421. 

15.  The  deposition  of  a  witness  on  a  former  trial  between 
the  same  parties,  who  is  still  living,  though  in  another  state, 
cannot  be  read  in  evidence.  Weeks  v.  Lowerre,  8  Barb.  Sup. 
Ct.  530. 
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16.  Depositions  taken  between  the  same  parties  may  be 
given  in  evidence  in  another  suit,  where  the  same  point  is  in 
issue.    Holman  v.  Bank  of  Norfolk,  12  Ala.  369. 

17.  "Where  the  object  is  not  to  establish  the  facts  stated  by 
a  witness,  but  to  impeach  his  credit,  a  deposition  made  by 
him  in  another  suit,  and  between  other  parties,  is  evidence 
to  contradict  him.    Ih. 

18.  To  admit  depositions  taken  in  another  suit,  for  any 
other  purpose  than  to  contradict  the  present  statements  of  the 
deponent,  or  where  he  is  a  party,  the  record  of  the  former 
suit  should  be  produced  so  as  to  show  what  points  were  in 
controversy,  and  then  the  deposition  is  to  be  admitted  only 
where  and  so  far  as  it  relates  to  a  material  matter  to  the 
former  issue,  and  as  to  which  the  party  against  whom  it  is 
offered  had  opportunity  to  cross-examine.  Heth  v.  Young, 
11  B.  Mon.  278. 

19.  The  deposition  of  a  witness  in  a  former  suit  between 
the  same  parties  is  evidence,  though  it  appears  from  the  wit- 
ness' answer  to  one  of  the  interrogatories,  that  he  supposed 
he  was  a  party  to  the  suit,  which  he  was  not,  and  special 
objection  was  taken  that  the  answer  showed  that  he  knew 
not  in  what  cause  he  was  examined.  Fleming  v.  Jnsurcmce 
Co.,  12  Penn.  State  E.  (2  Jones,)  391. 

20.  The  deposition  of  a  witness,  taken  in  a  former  suit,  is 
admissible  in  evidence,  after  his  removal  from  the  state,  in  a 
subsequent  suit  between  the  same  parties  or  their  privies, 
touching  the  same  subject-matter,  although  the  issues  in- 
volved in  the  two  suits  may  not  be  identical.  Long  v.  Davis, 
18  Ala.  801. 

21.  The  plaintiff,  having  a  claim  against  the  defendant  for 
services,  the  matter  was  submitted  to  arbitrators,  who  awarded 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  He  then  brought  an  action  against 
the  defendant  to  recover  the  value  of  his  services,  and  of- 
fered in  evidence  the  depositions  and  award  of  the  arbitra- 
tors. Held,  that  they  were  incompetent  upon  the  issue  be- 
tween the  parties,  as  being  merely  the  opinions  of  the  arbi- 
trators that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  recover.  Elliot  v.  Heath, 
UN.  H.  131. 

22.  Testimony  taken  in  a  court  without  jurisdiction  ratione 
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materice,  is  coi'am  nonjudice,  and  cannot  be  admitted  in  evi- 
dence in  a  suit  between  the  same  parties,  in  a  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction.    Flower  v.  8wift,  8  N.  S.  451. 

23.  The  plaintiff  cannot,  in  a  suit  against  two  defendants, 
read  a  deposition  taken  in  his  suit  against  one  of  them.  Res 
inter  alios  acta  alteri  nocere  non  debet.  Mutton  v.  Stillwell, 
10  M.  91. 

24.  Notes  of  the  testimony  of  a  witness  taken  by  the  judge 
at  the  trial,  who  testifies  that  he  believes  the  notes  to  contain 
substantially  what  the  witness  stated,  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, after  the  death  of  the  witness,  in  the  trial  of  another 
action  involving  the  same  facts.  Moore  v.  JPea^son,  6  "Watts 
&  Serg.  61. 

25.  When  a  cause  is  transferred  from  one  court  to  another, 
whatever  were  legal  proceedings  and  legal  proof  in  the 
former  court,  are  so  in  the  latter ;  and  evidence  taken  in 
writing  in  the  former  court  may  be  read  in  the  latter. 
Gra/iner  v.  Devlin^  1  Lou.  173. 

26.  The  testimony  of  a  witness  taken  in  a  previous  suit 
between  the  same  parties,  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  where 
there  has  been  an  opportunity  for  cross-examination,  may 
be  used  by  either  party,  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  witness, 
or  of  his  absence  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  if 
it  be  otherwise  impracticable  to  produce  him.  Hennen  v. 
Monro,  4  IST.  S.  449  ;  Miller  v.  Russell,  Y  K  S.  267 ;  Lo;pez  v. 
Berghel,  15  Lou.  43  ;  Conway  v.  Erwin,  1  An.  391. 

27.  But  not  if  the  witness  reside  in  the  parish,  and  no 
steps  have  been  taken  to  bring  him  into  court.  Hunter  v. 
Smith,  6  N".  S.  362 ;  Rierdon  v.  Thompson,  5  Lou.  365. 

28.  The  subpoena  for  a  witness  having  been  returned  not 
executed,  plaintiff's  attorney  made  oath  that,  as  soon  as  he 
learned  that  he  had  not  been  served,  he  applied  to  the  land- 
lady in  whose  house  the  witness  had  resided,  and  was  in- 
formed that  he  had  left  without  paying  the  rent,  and  that 
she  could  not  tell  where  he  had  gone ;  held,  that  the  absence 
of  the  witness  was  sufficiently  accounted  for,  and  that  his 
testimony  taken  in  another  suit  might  be  read  on  the  trial. 
Pilie  V.  Kenner,  2  K.  95. 

29.  A  note  of  the  testimony  of  a  witness  taken  on  a  for- 
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mer  trial,  not  signed  by  him,  is  not  admissible  in  evidence 
except  in  case  of  necessity,  as  of  the  death  of  the  witness. 
Lesassier  v.  Dashiell,  14  Lou.  467. 

30.  The  statements  of  witnesses  taken  down  in  a  suit,  by  a 
different  plaintiff,  but  to  which  the  defendant  was  a  party, 
cannot,  as  a  general  rule,  be  received  in  evidence  against 
the  latter.  Aliter,  where  the  testimony  of  a  witness  so  taken 
down  is  offered  to  discredit  the  evidence  subsequently  given 
by  him,  or  where  the  declarations  of  a  deceased  surveyor 
are  offered  to  explain  his  operations.  Wells  v.  Crampton, 
3  E.  171. 

31.  Parish  surveyors  are  regularly  appointed  officers  known 
to  the  law,  and,  when  dead,  their  declarations,  taken  in  other 
suits,  may  be  used,  when  necessary,  as  evidence  to  explain 
their  acts.     Ih. 

32.  Notes  of  the  evidence  given  before  arbitrators,  by  a 
witness  since  deceased,  are  admissible  in  evidence  in  a  sub- 
sequent suit  between  the  same  parties  on  the  same  subject- 
matter,  although  the  award  has  since  been  set  aside,  pro- 
vided the  submission  was  good,  and  the  arbitrators  had  juris- 
diction. McAdams  v.  Stilwell,  13  Penn.  State  E.  (1  Har- 
ris,) 90. 

33.  Declarations  of  a  person  examined  as  a  witness  in  a 
cause,  made  under  oath,  while  testifying  as  a  witness  for  one 
of  the  defendants  in  another  cause,  are  inadmissible.  The 
party  against  whom  the  testimony  is  offered  cannot  be  de- 

'■J)rivedof  the  right  of  cross-examining  the  witness  as  to  the 
facts  sworn  to  on  another  occasion.  Reynolds  v.  Rowley,  2 
An.  890. 

34.  The  testimony  of  a  witness  who  resides  out  of  the 
state,  taken  on  a  former  trial,  is  admissible  in  evidence. 
It  would  be  oppressive  to  require  his  testimony  to  be  taken 
anew  at  every  trial.    IT). 

35.  Evidence  taken  in  an  action  against  the  owners  of  a 
steamer,  for  an  injury  done  to  a  vessel  of  plaintiff's  by  the 
steamer  of  the  defendants,  to  which  action  the  captain  of  the 
steamer  was  not  a  party,  is  not  binding  on  him.  Davis  v. 
Eouren,  6  E.  255. 

36.  Testimony  of  witnesses  taken  in  a  suit  between  other 
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parties,  offered  to  prove  possession  by  persons  long  since 
dead,  is  inadmissible,  where  the  affidavit  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  laying  a  foundation  for  its  admission  does  not  state 
that  the  witnesses  are  dead,  nor  what  other  efforts  have  been 
made  to  procure  other  evidence  of  the  fact.  Chdppin  v. 
Michel,  11  E.  233. 

37.  Proceedings  under  a  rule  not  connected  with  the  suit, 
taken  by  plaintiff  against  defendant  and  yet  under  advise- 
ment, are  inadmissible  in  evidence,  where  it  is  not  shown 
that  the  witnesses  examined  on  the  rule  are  absent,  or  that 
their  attendance  cannot  be  procured.  Clossman  v,  Barbaiv- 
ccy,  7  K.  438. 

38.  Complete  mutuality  or  identity  of  all  the  parties  is  not 
necessary  in  order  to  admit  depositions  of  an  absent  witness 
taken  in  a  former  suit.  It  is  generally  sufficient  if  the  mat- 
ters at  issue  were  the  same  in  both  cases,  and  the  party  against 
whom  the  deposition  is  offered  had  full  power  to  cross-ex- 
amine the  witness.    li. 

39.  The  testimony  of  a  witness  received  and  taken  in  writ- 
ing on  the  trial  of  a  case  between  the  same  parties  for  the 
same  cause  of  action,  where  the  witness  has  died  since  the 
former  trial,  will  be  open  to  all  objections  which  might 
be  taken  if  the  witness  was  personally  present.  Union 
Bank  v.  Jones,  4  An.  221. 

40.  Testimony  taken  under  oath,  and  reduced  to  writing 
by  the  judge  on  the  first  trial  of  the  case,  will  be  admissible 
in  evidence,  where  the  witness  has  since  become  interested 
in  and  a  party  to  the  suit.      Wafer  v.  Hemlcen,  9  E.  203. 

41.  The  ordinary  causes  which  incapacitate  a  witness  from 
appearing  in  open  court,  and  render  his  testimony  admissible 
when  reduced  to  writing  on  a  former  trial,  are  absence, 
death,  insanity  and  sickness.  To  these  may  be  added,  an 
interest  subsequently  acquired  in  the  event  of  the  suit.   lb. 

42.  The  person  called  to  prove  what  a  deceased  witness 
testified  on  a  former  trial,  is  not  required  to  repeat  his  pre- 
cise words ;  it  is  enough  if  he  can  state  the  whole  substance. 
Young  v.  Dea/rbom,  2  Foster,  (N.  H.)  372. 

43.  In  a  suit  for  land  against  two  persons  jointly,  certain 
facts  were  admitted  and  agreed  on  by  all  the  parties.    In  a 
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subsequent  suit  for  the  same  land,  between  the  same  de- 
fendants, this  admission  and  agreement,  though  in  writing, 
cannot  be  received  as  evidence.  Frye  v.  Oragg,  35  Maine, 
(5  Eed.)  29. 

44.  In  order  to  entitle  a  plaintiff,  who  has  discontinued 
his  suit,  and  commenced  another  for  the  same  cause,  to  use 
the  depositions  taken  for  the  first  suit,  under  the  Eev.  Stat. 
Ind.,  sections  286,  291,  it  must  be  made  to  appear  that  they 
were  duly  filed  in  court  where  the  first  cause  was  pending, 
and  had  there  remained  from  the  time  of  such  discontinuance, 
until  the  time  when  they  were  offered  in  the  second  suit. 
Whitcomb  v.  Stewart,  1  Carter,  (Ind.)  208. 

45.  Quere,  whether  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the 
court,  where  the  deposition  has  been  filed,  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  these  facts.    lb. 

46.  What  a  witness  has  sworn  to  in  a  former  suit  is  com- 
petent evidence  in  a  subsequent  suit  between  the  same 
parties,  or  between  parties  litigating  the  same  interests, 
where  the  point  in  issue  is  the  same  in  both  suits.  Oslorn 
V.  Bell,  5  Denio,  370. 

47.  The  allowance  of  evidence  as  to  the  testimony,  on  a 
former  trial  of  a  witness,  since  deceased,  is  permissive  only. 
Walker  v.  Walker,  14  Geo.  242. 

48.  Proof  taken  down  in  writing,  and  agreed  on  as  true, 
under  the  eye  and  sanction  of  the  court,  is  better  than  the 
recoHectipn  of  any  one  as  to  what  was  testified  at  a  former 
trial,  by  a  witness  since  deceased.    lb. 

49.  Proof  of  what  a  deceased  witness  testified  to  on  a  pre- 
liminary examination,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  touching 
the  same  charge  for  which  the  accused  stands  indicted,  is 
admissible  against  him,  although  the  examination  was  not 
reduced  to  writing.     Davis  v.  The  State,  17  Ala.  354. 

50.  In  such  case  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  language 
used  by  the  witness  in  giving  his  testimony ;  its  substance  is 
all  that  is  required.    lb. 

51.  But  proof  of  what  a  deceased  witness  testified  to,  on  a 
former  trial,  is  not  admissible,  unless  the  point  in  issue  is 
the  same.    lb. 

52.  A  witness  testifying  what  a  witness,  since  deceased, 
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said  at  a  former  trial,  must  give  the  language;  substance 
will  not  answer,  though  he  was  the  judge  at  such  former 
trial.    Bliss  v.  Long,  "Wright,  351. 

53.  Where  one  witness  testified  that  another  witness,  who 
testified  on  a  former  trial  of  the  same  case,  and  on  this  trial 
also,  swore  differently  on  the  two,  it  is  not  competent  to  in- 
troduce the  bill  of  exceptions  taken  at  the  former  trial,  to 
show  that  the  witness  had  contradicted  himself.  The  State 
V.  Bonney,  35  Maine,  (5  Eed.)  105. 

54.  What  a  witness,  since  deceased,  swore  to  on  a  former 
trial,  was  taken  down  in  a  brief  of  testimony,  and  a  witness 
testified  that  the  brief  contained  the  evidence  of  the  deceased. 
Held,  that  the  brief  might  be  read  in  evidence.  Biggins  v. 
Brown,  12  Geo.  271. 

65.  A  record  is  only  evidence  in  a  case  where  the  suit  it 
purports  to  establish  was  between  the  same  parties  litigating. 
Brantley  v.  Carter,  26  Miss.  282. 

56.  Where  the  plaintiff  called  the  defendant  as  a  witness 
under  the  statute,  and  the  case  was  appealed,  it  was  held, 
that  the  plaintiff  might  introduce  the  justice  as  a  witness  to 
show  what  testimony  the  defendant  gave  on  the  trial  before 
him.     Chase  v.  Debolt,  2  Gilm.  371. 

57.  The  admissibility,  in  evidence,  of  what  a  deceased 
witness  swore  on  a  former  trial,  does  not  depend  on  the 
nominal  identity  of  the  parties.  It  is  sufficient,  if  the  second 
trial,  in  reference  to  the  same  subject-matter,  is  between 
those  who  represent  the  parties  to  the  first  by  privity  in 
blood  or  estate.     Clelcmd  v.  Huey,  18  Ala.  343. 

58.  If  a  witness  can  state  the  substance  of  the  whole  testi- 
mony, given  by  a  deceased  witness,  on  a  former  trial,  he  is 
competent  to  testify,  although  he  cannot  repeat  the  precise 
language  of  the  deceased.    Ih. 

59.  Where  a  person  testified  that  he  took  minutes  of  the 
testimony  on  a  former  trial ;  that  they  were  accurate ;  that 
he  could  not  say  from  his  recollection  what  the  precise  lan- 
guage of  a  certain  witness  was,  but  he  had  the  minutes  of 
his  testimony  before  him  ;  it  was  held,  that  it  was  proper  to 
allow  him  to  read  his  minutes  to  the  jury.  Yan  Buren  v. 
Cockburn,  14  Barb.  118. 
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60.  The  testimony  of  a  witness,  given  in  a  former  suit 
between  the  same  parties,  cannot,  though  he  is  out  of  the 
state,  be  given  in  evidence,  if  the  matters  in  issue  are  not 
the  same.     Bishop  v.  Tucker,  i  Eich.  178. 

61.  It  is  not  necessary  to  call  the  witness  to  prove  what 
his  testimony  was  upon  a  former  trial  between  the  same 
parties,  where  such  testimony  is  competent,  although  he  is 
present  in  court,  and  was  called  at  the  former  trial  by  the 
same  party  who  would  now  show  what  his  former  testimony 
was,  but  it  may  be  shown  by  other  witnesses.  Bundlett  v. 
Small,  25  Maine,  (12  Shep.)  29. 

62.  Evidence  of  what  was  sworn  to  by  a  deceased  witness, 
in  a  former  action  between  the  same  parties  on  the  same 
general  subject,  is  not  admissible,  unless  the  point  at  issue 
is  the  same.    Melville  v.  Whiting,  7  Pick.  79. 

63.  To  prove  the  testimony  of  a  deceased  witness  at  a 
former  trial,  one  may  be  examined  who  took  notes  at  the 
time,  though  he  cannot  swear  that  he  took  every  word,  but 
only  that  he  intended  to  take  every  thing  material ;  also, 
that  he  cannot  testify  except  from  his  minutes.     Clark  v. 

Voroe,  16  Wend.  193. 

64:.  Where  a  deposition  was  taken  in  a  former  action  be- 
tween the  same  parties,  in  which  evidence  was  given  re- 
specting the  same  sum  of  money  or  payment  as  was  claimed 
in  the  latter  suit,  such  deposition  may  be  read  on  the  trial 
of  the  latter.    Mohani  v.  McCoy,  3  Barr,  419. 

65.  Facts  proved  on  a  former  trial,  by  a  deceased  witness, 
are  admissible  on  a  second  trial  of  the  same  case,  if  not  other- 
wise objectionable.     Calvert  v.  Coxe,  1  Gill,  95. 

QQ.  Where  a  new  trial  is  granted,  evidence  taken  by  com- 
mission, and  produced  on  the  former  trial,  may  be  used  on 
the  new  trial,  whether  it  has,  in  the  mean  time,  been  kept 
by  the  clerk  or  the  attorney.  Pulaski  v.  Wa/rd,  2  Kich. 
119. 

67.  Evidence  taken  before  arbitrators  is  not  admissible, 
on  the  trial  of  the  same  cause,  though  the  witness  be  dead. 
Jessup  V.  Cook,  1  Halst.  434. 

68.  Proof  of  what  a  witness  said  upon  a  former  trial  is 
inadmissible  in  a  criminal  prosecution,  especially  where  he 
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has  only  removed  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.    J^inn 
V.  Commonwealth,  5  Kand.  701. 

69.  The  precise  words  of  the  evidence  of  a  deceased  wit- 
ness are  unnecessary ;  it  may  be  stated  in  substance.  Gould 
V.  Crawford,  2  Barr,  89 ;  JEphraims  v.  Murdoch,  1  Blackf.  10. 

70.  The  witness  must  be  able  to  state  the  entire  sub- 
stance of  what  the  deceased  witness  swore  to,  both  on  the 
examination  in  chief  and  on  the  cross-examination,  if  there 
was  one ;  and  if  he  is  not  able  to  do  this,  the  testimony  must 
be  rejected.     Oildersleeve  v.  Caromay,  10  Ala.  260. 

71.  It  is  necessary,  in  such  evidence,  that  it  be  proved 
by  the  record  of  that  trial,  that  the  suit  was  between  the 
same  parties,  and  for  the  same  cause  of  action.  Ephraims 
V.  Mv/rdock,  7  Blackf.  10 ;  Harder  v.  Burrow,  6  Ired.  30. 

72.  Admissions,  by  counsel,  of  certain  facts  in  a  special 
verdict,  taken  at  a  former  trial  between  the  same  parties 
and  in  the  same  action,  are  not  evidence  at  a  new  trial  of 
the  same  cause.    Dorsey  v.  Oassaway,  2  Har.  &  J.  402. 

73.  In  a  trial  of  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution, 
evidence  may  be  given  of  what  was  sworn  to  by  the  de- 
fendant on  the  trial  of  the  indictment.  Scott  v.  Wilson, 
Cooke,  315. 

74.  A  witness  need  not  give  the  very  words  of  a  deceased 
witness  at  a  former  trial.  If  he  cannot  give  the  substance 
of  the  cross  as  well  as  the  direct  examination,  he  cannot  be 
admitted.     Wolfr.  Wyeth,  11  Serg.  &  Eawle,  149. 
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(a.)  To  Show  Mistake,  Fraud,  Error,  or  Usury,  or  Want  of 

Consideration. 
(b.)  To  Explain  Ambiguities  in  Deeds,  <&g. 
(c.)   To  Show  Collateral  Facts. 
(d.)  To  Show  Subsequent  Agreement  or  Discharge. 
(e.)  To  Explain  Bill  of  Lading  and  Receipt. 
(f.)   To  Show  the  Intentions  of  the  Pa/rties  to  JSTotes,  Deeds, 

Mortgages,  c&c. 
(g.)  To  Show  Usage. 
(h.)  To  Prove  Lost  Deeds,  Notes,  &c. 
(i.)   To  Prove  Boundaries  and  Agency. 
(j.)  To  Show  Pes   Gestce  a/iid  Different   Consideration  i/n 

Deeds. 
(k.)  Generally. 


(a.)     To  Show  Mistake,  Fraud,  Error,  or  Usury,  or  Wamt  of 
Consideration. 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  alleged  to  have 
been  fraudulently  obtained,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
shovr  that  a  certificate,  signed  by  the  defendant,  and  intended 
to  serve  as  evidence  of  a  settlement  between  him  and  the 
plaintiff,  is  false.     Brownson  v.  Fenwick,  19  Lou.  431. 

2.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  note  secured 
by  mortgage,  was  partly  given  on  a  usurious  consideration. 
This  plea  would  be  seldom  available,  if  required  to  be  estab- 
lished by  written  evidence.  Roasenda  v.  Zahriske,  18  Lon. 
346. 

3.  Parol  evidence  may  be  received  to  prove  fraud  against 
a  written  instrument  conveying  land,  but  this  can  only  be 
done  when  the  party  offering  such  testimony  may  be  injured 
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by  such  fraud  in  rights  which  existed  at  tJie  time  of  its  per- 
petration.   Sides  V.  McCullough,  7  M.  654. 

4.  The  parties  to  a  public  act  may  prove  fraud  and  error, 
if  alleged,  by  parol,  these  facts  being  susceptible  of  such 
proof  only.    Broussarrd  v.  Sudrigue,  4  Lou.  352. 

5.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  that  a  party  who 
purchased  land  did  so  as  agent  for  another,  with  whose 
money  he  paid,  even  though  he  took  the  act  of  sale  in  his 
own  name.     Hall  v.  Sprigg,  7  M.  244. 

6.  Parol  evidence,  on  the  part  of  a  seaman,  is  admissible  to 
vary  or  contradict  the  written  contract  contained  in  the  ship- 
ping articles.     The  Cypress,  1  Blatchford  &  Howland,  83. 

7.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  party  acted 
as  agent  in  making  a  purchase,  though  the  deed  is  executed 
in  his  own  name.     Hall  v.  Sprigg,  7  M.  244. 

8.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  the  descrip- 
tion of  a  lot  in  an  act  of  sale  was  made  through  error  and 
accident,  and  that  the  lot  actually  sold  was  different  from 
the  one  in  the  deed.    Palangue  v.  Ouesnor,  15  Lou.  313. 

9.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  written  in- 
strument is  altogether  void,  or  that  it  never  had  any  binding 
efficacy,  or  that  the  consideration  has  failed  either  in  whole 
or  in  part.     Corbin  v.  Sistrunh,  19  Ala.  203. 

10.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  identify  a  demand, 
secured  by  deed  of  trust,  in  which  it  is  described  as  consist- 
ing of  one  note,  when  in  fact  it  consisted  of  two  notes  ;  and 
the  deed  itself  is  admissible,  notwithstanding  the  misdescrip- 
tion, to  show  that  the  debt  was  secured  by  it.  Morrison  v. 
Taylor,  21  Ala.  779. 

11.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  correct  an  error  as  to  a 
sum  stated  in  a  note.    Arrenaux  v.  Jourdan,  8  Lou.  314. 

12.  As  a  general  rule,  written  titles  or  agreements  are 
conclusive  between  parties  and  privies,  and  they  are  estopped 
from  contradicting  them ;  but  third  persons,  not  parties  to 
an  act,  may  prove  its  simulation  by  parol,  or  that  an  act 
purporting  to  be  a  sale  was  in  truth  a  dation  en  payement, 
and  this  especially  where  fraud  is  alleged.  Pf^dence  v. 
Bermodi,  1  Lou.  240 ;  Badgers  v.  Hendsley,  2  Lou.  600 ; 
Macarty  v.  Bond,  9  Lou.  351. 
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13.  Parol  evidence  is  adniisaible  in  all  cases  to  establish 
fraud.    Bottomley  v.  TJniUd,  States,  1  Story,  135. 

14.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  a  mistake  in  the 
date  of  an  advertisement  of  a  sale  on  execution.  Arberry  v. 
Noland,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  421. 

15.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that,  by  a  mis- 
take of  the  scrivener,  a  clause  was  omitted  in  an  agreement, 
intended  by  both  parties  to  be  inserted.  Goner  v.  Sterner, 
2  Whart.  75. 

16.  If  a  failure  of  the  consideration  expressed  on  the  face 
of  an  instrument  is  shown,  a  different  consideration  may  be 
proved  by  parol.    Dorsey  v.  Hazard,  5  Mis.  420. 

17.  It  is  to  be  noted,  that  the  rule  is  not  infringed  by  the 
admission  of  parol  evidence,  showing  that  the  instrument  is 
altogether  'uoid,  or  that  it  never  had  any  legal  existence  or 
binding  force,  either  by  reason  of  fraud,  or  for  want  of  due 
execution  and  delivery,  or  for  the  illegality  of  the  subject- 
matter.  Nor  does  the  rule  apply,  in  cases  where  the  original 
contract  was  verbal  and  entire,  and  a  part  only  of  it  was 
reduced  to  writing.    1  Greenleaf  Ev.  361,  362,  363. 

18.  Courts  of  equity  also  admit  parol  evidence  to  contra- 
dict or  vary  a  writing,  where  it  is  founded  in  a  mistake  of 
material  facts,  and  it  would  be  unconscientious  or  unjust  to 
enforce  it  against  either  party,  according  to  its  expressed 
terms.  Thus,  if  the  plaintiff  seeks  a  specific  performance  of 
the  agreement,  the  defendant  may  show  that  such  a  de- 
cree would  be  against  equity  and  justice,  by  parol  evi- 
dence of  the  circumstances,  even  though  they  contradict 
the  writing.  1  Story  Eq.  Juris.  §§  152,  161 ;  Gresley  Ev. 
205,  209. 

19.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  a  clerical  error 
in  a  bond,  and  to  establish  the  real  time  of  its  execution. 
Beht  V.  Donnavan,  1  E.  257. 

20.  "Where  a  copy  of  the  paper  required  was  annexed  to 
the  notice,  though  it  appeared  by  the  testimony  of  ^^^itnesses 
that  the  supposed  copy  materially  differed  from  the  original 
in  one  particular,  it  was  held,  that  the  notice  was  sufficient 
to  entitle  the  party  to  give  parol  evidence  of  the  original,  it 
being  manifest,  from  all  the  circumstances,  that  the  adverse 
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party  must  have  understood  what  paper  was  intended  to  be 
referred  to.    JBogart  v.  Brown,  6  Pick.  18,  19. 

21.  "Where  a  negro  was  mortgaged  for  a  certain  sum,  and 
it  was  stipulated  that  the  mortgagee  should  have  her  services 
in  lieu  of  interest,  parol  proof  was  allowed  to  show  that  her 
services  were  worth  more  than  lawful  interest,  in  order  to 
establish  usury.     Galloway  v.  Legan,  i  'N.  S.  167. 

22.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  certain 
property  alluded  to  in  a  counter  letter,  by  the  more  naked 
designation  of  the  levee  property,  was  the  sole  property  of 
the  vendor,  and  must  have  been  that  which  formed  the  sub- 
ject of  the  sale  and  conveyance  sought  to  be  rescinded. 
Pur  don  v.  Linton,  9  Lou.  566. 

23.  When  the  law  incapacitates  persons  from  making  cer- 
tain contracts,  the  form  of  the  contract  cannot  prevent  their 
being  allowed  to  prove  the  real  nature  of  the  transaction  by 
parol  evidence,  or  other  proof  going  to  contradict  the  con- 
tents of  the  acts,  and  tending  to  show  that  the  parties  intended 
to  evade  the  provisions  of  the  law ;  as  where  a  wife  binds 
herself  as  principal,  though  the  object  was  to  bind  her  as 
surety,  for  the  repayment  of  money  received  and  used  by  her 
husband  for  his  exclusive  benefit.  Macarty  v.  Roach,  1  K. 
357 ;  Patterson  v.  Fraser,  5  An.  686  ;  Pain  v.  Plicque,  10 
Lou.  318. 

24.  The  admission  of  parol  evidence  to  defeat  written  con- 
tracts by  the  proof  of  fraud  is  a  rule  of  universal  jurispru- 
dence. Badon  v.  Badon,  6  Lou.  258  ;  Morris  v.  Terrenoi/re, 
2  An.  458. 

25.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  a  mistake  or 
clerical  error  in  an  appeal  bond,  in  filling  up  which  the 
judgment  appealed  from  is  erroneously  recited  to  have  been 
rendered  on  a  different  day.  The  extrinsic  evidence  is  not 
offered  to  contradict  a  valid  existing  instrument,  but  to  show 
that  from  accident  or  negligence  the  instrument  in  question 
has  never  been  constituted  the  actual  depository  of  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties.    Blanchard  v.  Oloyd,  7  P.  548. 

26.  Where  the  wife  claims  as  partner  in  the  community, 
she  may  show  by  parol  the  simulation  of  a  sale  made  by  her 
husband.     Quidry  v.  Orwot,  2  N,  S.  13. 
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27.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  batture, 
marked  on  a  plan  as  existing  on  a  particular  spot,  did  not 
exist,  where  it  is  not  shown  that  the  parties  who  offer  such 
evidence  were  parties  to  the  plan.  Morgan  v.  lAmngston,  6 
M.  219. 

28.  Where,  by  written  contract,  mortgagee  was  to  receive 
from  mortgagor  the  interest  of  the  money  due,  and  also  the 
services  of  the  slaves  mortgaged,  held,  that  under  a  plea  of 
usury,  parol  evidence  was  admissible  of  the  value  of  the 
services  of  the  slaves,  and  that  such  proof  neither  contra- 
dicted nor  went  beyond  the  contents  of  the  act.  Rains  v. 
Kerrvp,  4  Lou.  319. 

29.  A  written  contract  does  not  preclude  parol  proof  of 
other  allegations  made  at  the  time  when  the  contract  was 
entered  into,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  fraud.  Prentiss  v. 
Buss,  4  Shep.  30. 

30.  Simulation  in  written  acts,  when  alleged  by  third  per- 
sons or  forced  heirs,  may  be  proved  by  parol.  Raohal  v. 
Bachal,  4  An.  500. 

31.  Parol  evidence  may  be  admitted  to  show  that  a 
written  contract  in  the  form  of  a  sale  was,  in  truth,  but  a 
security  for  a  usurious  loan.  Ferguson  v.  Sutphen,  3  Gil- 
man,  547. 

32.  Article  2,256  of  the  Civil  Code,  which  forbids  the  in- 
troduction of  evidence  against  or  beyond  what  is  contained 
in  public  acts,  does  not  apply  to  contracts  made  in  fra/fidem 
legis.  A  party  may  show  by  parol  the  real  nature  of  such 
contracts.     Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cross^  4  E.  508. 

33.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  fraud  or  illegal- 
ity in  a  contract,  though  under  seal.  Stannard  v.  McCarty, 
1  Morris,  124. 

34.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  that  the  actual 
consideration  of  a  deed  was  greater  than  the  amount  ex- 
pressed therein.  Strawbridge  v.  Cartledge,  7  Watts  &  Serg. 
394. 

35.  Proof  of  false  representations,  made  as  inducements  to 
entering  into  a  contract,  is  admissible.  Somdford  v.  H<mdy, 
23  Wend.  260. 

14 
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(b.)     To  Explaw,  Ambiguities  in  Deeds,  <&c. 

1.  Where  a  contract  was  silent  as  to  the  kind  of  roof  which 
was  to  be  put  on  a  building,  parol  evidence  may  be  given  to 
supply  the  omission.     Thompson  v.  Brothers,  5  Lou.  279. 

2.  "Where  every  thing  in  an  instrument  seems  right  and 
clear,  but  the  meaning  of  it  is  uncertain,  parol  proof  of  a  fact 
which  will  remove  the  latent  ambiguity  is  admissible.  Quod 
ex  facto  oritur  ambiguum,  verificatione  facti  tollitur.  Taylor 
y.  Ebllander,  5  N.  S.  297 ;  Gale  v.  Kemper,  10  Lou.  209. 

3.  If  the  bill  of  sale  state  "that  the  purchasers  gave  his 
note  for  fifteen  hundred  dollars,"  they  may  show  by  parol 
that  each  of  them,  there  being  two,  gave  a  note  for  seven 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars.    Lafariere  v.  Sanglair,  12  M.  400. 

4.  A  latent  ambiguity  in  a  deed  may  be  explained  by 
evidence  aliunde.    Patrick  v.  Orcmt,  2  Shep.  233. 

5.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  and  remove  a 
doubt  as  to  the  subject-matter  on  which  a  deed  is  to  operate. 
Doe  V.  Jachson,  1  S.  &  M.  494. 

6.  A  father  makes  to  his  daughter  an  instrument,  ambigu- 
ous as  to  its  meaning  an  advancement  or  a  gift,  over  and 
above  her  portion.  Held,  that  though  the  legal  presumption 
is,  that  he  intended  an  advancement,  such  presumption  may 
be  rebutted  by  parol  evidence  of  the  contrary  intention. 
Phillips  V.  Ohappell,  16  Geo.  16. 

7.  Parol  evidence  may  be  given  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
to  what  the  language  of  a  written  contract  refers,  and  throwing 
whatever  light  on  the  meaning  of  the  parties  can  be  derived 
from  a  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  statute  of  frauds  to  exclude 
the  operation  of  this  rule.    Van  Sohaick  v.  Coine,  16  Barb.  89. 

8.  Where  a  patent  issued  to  Sheppard  S.  Johnson,  and  a 
deed  of  the  same  land  was  made  by  Spencer  S.  Johnson  it 
was  held  competent  to  prove  that  the  patentee,  at  the  time 
the  patent  issued,  was  known  as  Sheppard  Spencer  Johnson, 
and  that  the  two  names  indicated  the  same  jjerson.  Lamar 
v.  Minter,  13  Ala.  31. 

9.  Parol  testimony  is  admissible  to  explain  the  inducement 
and  circumstances  of  a  record  entry  made  by  mutual  consent, 


TO   EXPLAIN   AMBIGTHTIES  IN   DEEDS,  ETC.  .  211 

where  such  evidence  has  no  tendency  to  contradict  or  vary 
the  record,  such  as  to  show  that  the  reason  for  agreeing  to  a 
continuance  was,  that  the  case  could  not  have  been  reached 
for  trial  at  that  term  of  the  court.  Porter  v.  Sigler,  1 
Iowa,  (Greene,)  261. 

10.  Parol  evidence  of  what  transpired  at  the  trial  is  ad- 
missible for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  record.  Carmorvy 
V.  Hodber,  5  Barr,  305. 

11.  A  latent  ambiguity  in  a  will  may  be  explained  by 
parol.     Ward  v.  Espy,  6  Humph.  447. 

12.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing that  different  instruments  form  part  of  one  and  the  same 
transaction.  Davies  v.  Bush,  McCl.  &  T.  58  ;  Perry  v. 
Holden,  22  Pick.  269. 

13.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  ascertain  the  meaning 
of  certain  expressions  in  deeds.    Shiff  v.  Wilson,  3  N.  S.  98. 

14.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  the  certificate 
of  protest  of  a  notary.     Gate  v.  Kemper,  10  Lou.  209. 

15.  In  construing  a  deed  conveying  a  "farm,"  parol  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  show  whether  it  included  a  fenced  lot, 
belonging  to  the  grantor,  upon  which  he  had  erected  a  tene- 
ment to  rent.     Morrell  v.  Cooh,  35  Maine,  (5  Bed.)  207. 

16.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain,  but  not  to 
vary  or  control,  the  language  or  terms  of  a  written  contract. 
Epperson  v.  Young,  8  Texas,  135. 

17.  As  it  is  a  leading  rule  in  regard  to  written  instruments, 
that  they  are  to  be  interpreted  according  to  their  subject- 
matter,  it  is  obvious  that  parol  or  verbal  testimony  must  be 
resorted  to,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  nature  and  qualities  of 
the  subject,  to  which  the  instrument  refers.  Evidence  which 
is  calculated  to  explain  the  subject  of  an  instrument  is  es- 
sentially different  in  its  character  from  evidence  of  verbal 
communications  respecting  it.     1  Greenleaf  Ev.  365. 

18.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  the  meaning 
of  characters,  marks  and  technical  terms,  used  in  a  particu- 
lar business,  and  which  are  unintelligible  to  persons  not  ac- 
quainted therewith,  where  they  occur  in  a  written  instru- 
ment, and  the  explanation  is  consistent  with  its  terms,  Da/na 
v.  Fiedler,  2  Kernan,  40, 
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19.  Where  the  agreement  in  writing  is  expressed  in  short 
and  incomplete  terms,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain 
that  which  is,  per  se,  unintelligible,  such  explanation  not 
being  inconsistent  with  the  written  terms.  1  Greenleaf  Ev. 
361. 


(c.)  To  show  Collateral  Facts. 

1.  "Where  a  bill  of  lading  expressed  that  certain  goods  were 
to  be  carried  from  one  port  to  another,  without  naming  an 
intermediate  port,  parol  evidence  was  let  in  to  show  that  the 
shipper  knew  that  the  vessel  was  to  touch  at  an  intermediate 
port.    Lowry  v.  Russell,  8  Pick.  360. 

2.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  that  the  adjudi- 
cation price  of  real  estate  sold  at  auction,  was  paid  to  a 
creditor  holding  a  mortgage  on  the  property,  and  the  manner 
of  such  payment.     Macarty  v.  Gasquet,  11  R.  270. 

3.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  what  occurred 
at  the  time  of  a  judicial  sale,  or  subsequently,  in  relation  to 
a  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  sale.  JPerTcins  v.  Dich- 
son,  1  E.  413. 

4.  Parol  proof  is  admissible  to  prove  that  a  note  sued  on 
was  the  specific  note  intended  to  be  secured  by  deed  of  trust. 
Fitspatrick  v.  School  Commissioners,  7  Humph.  224. 

5.  Where  a  collateral  agreement  is  made  between  two 
endorsers  of  a  note,  that  they  will  divide  the  loss  between 
them,  in  an  action  by  one  of  them  against  the  other,  upon 
such  agreement,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  the 
agreement.    Phillips  v.  Preston,  5  How.  (II.  S.)  278. 

6.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  an  agreement  on 
the  assignment  of  negotiable  paper,  to  waive  demand  and 
notice.    DicJc  v.  Martin,  7  Humph.  263. 

7.  Evidence  that  an  assignee  holds  a  paper  in  trust  for 
another,  and  not  in  his  own  right,  does  not  contradict  the 
assignment,  and,  in  a  proper  case,  is  admissible.  Brown  v. 
IsMl,  11  Ala.  1,009. 

8.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  the  assign- 
ment of  a  mortgage  to  one  by  name  was  intended  for  the 
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benefit  of  another  as  well  as  liimself.    Locket  v.  OUU,  11 
Ala.  640. 

9.  It  is  a  familiar  rule,  that  parol  proof  of  extrinsic  cir- 
cumstances may  be  given  to  apply  a  description  to  its 
subject-matter;  and  that  if  it  appears  that  the  description  is 
in  some  parts  erroneous,  those  parts  may  be  rejected,  and 
what  is  left,  if  sufficient  of  itself,  alone  be  regarded.  This 
rule  applied  to  descriptions  of  an  indebtedness  and  of  mort- 
gaged property  contained  in  a  chattel  mortgage.  Dodge  v. 
Potter,  18  Barb.  193. 

10.  Although  the  terms  of  a  receipt  in  the  nature  of  a 
contract  cannot  be  varied  by  parol  evidence,  held,  on  the 
facts  of  this  case,  that  parol  evidence  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  such  instrument  was  executed  was  competent. 
Soovill  V.  Grriffith,  2  Kernan,  509. 

11.  An  agreement  made  between  parties  prior  to  or  eo- 
temporaneously  with  their  executing  a  written  obligation,  as 
sureties,  by  which  one  promises  to  indemnify  the  other  from 
loss,  does  not  contradict  or  vary  the  terms  or  legal  effect  of 
the  written  obligation,  and  it  may  be  proved  by  parol  evi- 
dence.    Barry  v.  Hansom,  2  Kernan,  462. 


(d.)     To  SRow  Subsequent  Agreement  or  Discharge. 

1.  It  is  settled,  that  in  a  case  of  simple  contract  in  writing, 
oral  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  by  a  subsequent 
agreement  the  time  of  performance  was  enlarged,  or  \h& place 
of  performance  changed,  the  contract  having  been  performed 
according  to  the  enlarged  time,  or  at  the  substituted  place, 
or  the  performance  having  been  prevented  by  the  act  of  the 
other  party ;  or  that  the  damages  for  non-performance  were 
waived  and  remitted.     1  Greenleaf  Ev.  401. 

2.  Parol  testimony,  though  inadmissible  to  impeach  the 
validity  of  a  judgment,  is  admissible  to  show  subsequent 
transactions  in  discharge  of  it.    Spencer  v.  Sloo,  8  Lou.  290. 

3.  The  consideration  of  the  general  rule,  that  extrinsic 
verbal  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contradict  or  alter  a 
vn-itten  instrument,  it  is  further  to  be  observed,  that  this  rule 
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does  not  exclude  such  evidence,  when  it  is  adduced  to  prove 
that  the  written  agreement  is  totally  discharged.  1  Green- 
leaf  Ev.  399. 

4.  The  extension  of  a  written  lease  may  be  proved  by 
parol.    Mossy  v.  Mead,  2  Lou.  161. 

5.  Though  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  against  a  writ- 
ten contract,  it  is  admissible  to  prove  a  subsequent  agree- 
ment which  changed  the  written  one.  Soss  v.  O'Neil,  1  E. 
368. 

6.  Parol  evidence  may  be  received  to  prove  a  subsequent 
verbal  agreement,  in  regard  to  the  repairs  of  certain  build- 
ings, although  there  be  a  written  lease,  if  the  agreement  re- 
late to  a  separate  matter  not  contained  in  the  lease.  Kenyan 
V.  Birghel,  13  Lou.  136. 

7.  The  rule  is  not  infringed  by  the  admission  of  oral 
evidence  to  prove  a  new  and  distinct  agreement,  upon  a  new 
consideration,  whether  it  be  as  a  substitute  for  the  old,  or  in 
addition  to  and  beyond  it.  And  if  subsequent,  and  involv- 
ing the  same  subject-matter,  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  new 
agreement  be  entirely  oral,  or  whether  it  refers  to,  and  par- 
tially or  totally  adopts  the  provisions  of  the  former  contract 
in  writing,  provided  the  old  agreement  be  rescinded  and 
abandoned.    Brigham  v.  Sogers,  17  Mass.  573. 

8.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that,  since  enter- 
ing into  a  written  agreement,  a  second  contract  had  inter- 
vened, modifying  the  first.  Oommandeur  v.  Russell,  5  IS".  S. 
459 ;  Bouligny  v.  TJrguhart,  4  Lou.  30. 

9.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  an  agreement 
itself  was  waived  and  abandoned.  2  Phil.  Ev.  367 ;  Erwvne 
V.  Saunders,  1  Cowen,  249. 

10.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  where  a  written  contract 
is  changed,  to  establish  the  new  contract.  Oommam,deur  v. 
Bussell,  5  N.  S.  459. 

11.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  previously 
written  agreement  had  been  waived,  so  far  as  related  to 
the  time  of  the  delivery  of  a  chattel.  Chiles  v.  Jones,  3  B. 
Mon.  51. 
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(e.)  JBill  of  Lading  and  Receipt. 

1.  Parol  evidence  of  declarations  of  a  mortgagee  is  ad- 
missible to  establish  the  fraudulent  character  of  a  mortgage, 
when  offered  by  one  not  a  party  to  the  act.  The  weight  to 
be  given  to  such  proofs  goes  to  the  effect,  and  not  the 
admissibility  of  the  evidence.  Succession  of  HarTcins,  2  An. 
923. 

2.  Accounts,  settlements  and  receipts  are  always  open  to 
explanation  and  correction.  Byrne  v.  8ohwing,  6  B.  Mon. 
199. 

3.  "  Keceived  in  store,  from  O'F.,  four  thousand  bushels 
of  flax  seed,  for  K.  &  G.,  of  Troy,  K  Y.,"  does  not  express 
the  ownership  nor  the  object  of  the  deposit,  and  they  may 
be  proved  by  parol.    Edbinson  v.  Frost,  14  Barb.  536. 

4.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  an  error  or  mis- 
take in  a  bill  of  lading,  as  to  the  quantity  of  goods  expressed 
to  be  shipped.     Orames  v.  Harwood,  9  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  477. 

5.  Receipts  are  not  conclusive  evidence  of  what  they  con- 
tain, but  may  be  contradicted,  varied  or  explained  by  parol 
evidence.     Ryan  v.  Rand,  6  Fos.  13. 

6.  It  seems,  that  as  between  the  original  parties  to  a  bill 
of  lading  it  is  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the 
shipper  named  in  the  bill  was,  in  fact,  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff,  although  not  so  described  in  the  bill,  and  that  the 
goods  were  shipped  on  the  plaintiff's  account.  Such  evidence 
neither  contradicts,  varies  nor  explains  the  writing ;  it  merely 
goes  beyond  it  to  establish  a  new  and  independent  fact. 
Ide  V.  Sadler,  18  Barb.  32. 

7.  The  date  of  a  receipt  may  be  proved  by  parol.  Trow- 
hridge  v.  Sanger,  4  Pike,  179. 

8.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  a  receipt  and 
show  to  what  demand  it  is  applicable.  Brooks  v.  White,  2 
Met.  283. 

9.  A  receipt  for  money  may  be  explained  and  contradicted 
by  parol.    Humphries  v.  M''Craw,  5  Pike,  61. 

10.  And  it  may  be  shown  that  it  was  given  for  a  note  or 
other  personal  property,  and  not  for  money.  Jones  v.  Pat- 
terson, 1  Watts  &  Serg.  321 ;  Pettus  v.  Roberts,  6  Ala.  811. 
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11.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  or  contradict 
the  terms  of  a  receipt.    Southwieh  v.  Hayden,  T  Cowen,  334. 

12.  The  rule  that  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  con- 
tradict a  deed,  dees  not  apply  to  the  acknowledgment  of  the 
receipt  of  the  consideration  in  a  deed  of  land ;  but  even  the 
grantor  may  show  that  the  consideration  was  not  paid.  WMt- 
lecTc  V.  Whitbeclc,  9  Cowen,  266. 

13.  That  a  note,  offered  in  evidence,  is  the  one  secured  by 
mortgage  of  land,  may  be  proved  by  parol,  although  it  vary 
in  its  date  from  the  description  of  it  in  the  condition  of*  the 
mortgage.    Sweetser  v.  Lowell,  33  Maine,  (3  Ked.)  446. 

14.  A  receipt  may  be  explained  by  parol  evidence ;  so  may 
a  discharge  on  an  execution,  which  is  only  a  receipt. 
Edgerly  v.  Emerson,  3  Foster,  (IST.  H.)  555. 

15.  A  bill  of  lading,  given  by  a  carrier,  is  a  receipt,  and 
may  be  controlled  by  parol  evidence.  O^Brien  v.  Gilchrist, 
34  Maine,  (4  Eed.)  554. 

16.  In  an  action  upon  an  instrument  signed  by  the  defen- 
dants, acknowledging  receipt  of  a  cargo  of  wheat  from  PI., 
and  agreeing  to  transport  the  same  from  Troy  to  New-York 
at  a  specified  freight,  the  plaintiffs  may  prove,  that  although 
the  receipt  was  given  to  H.,  the  wheat  in  fact  belonged  to 
them,  H.  being  merely  their  agent,  and  having  no  interest 
in  the  cargo.     Ide  v.  Sadler,  18  Barb.  32. 

17.  A  party  may  go  beyond  the  written  instrument,  to 
establish  a  new  and  independent  fact.     Ih. 

18.  A  paper  in  this  form,  "Keceived,  Oct.  19,  1847,  from 

-,  by  D.  Gary,  forty-three  bushels  wheat,  at per 

bushel,"  is  too  vague  to  import  a  contract,  and  is  open  to 
explanation  by  parol.     Sheldon  v.  Peck,  13  Barb.  317. 

19.  Where  a  wife  sells  land  belonging  to  her  paraphernal 
estate,,  and,  in  the  notarial  act  of  sale  acknowledges  the 
receipt  of  the  money,  the  wife  may  show  that  in  pursuance 
of  an  agreement  between  herself  and  her  husband,  the  money 
was  actually  paid  to  her  husband,  or  actually  passed  through 
his  hands,  in  consequence  of  a  transfer  of  the  land  by  her 
vendee  to  her  husband,  and  a  subsequent  sale.  Foster  v. 
Husband,  6  Lou.  26. 

20.  "Where  two  written  documents  are  inconsistent  with 
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each  other,  as  where  sheriff's  return  on  execution  shows  that 
he  made  less  than  the  amount  of  judgment,  and  plaintiff's 
receipt  to  sheriff  is  in  full  of  judgment,  parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  explain  the  inconsistency.  Singleton  y.  Smith, 
4  Lou.  433.  .    • 

21.  "Where  a  receipt  does  not  express  that  the  money  was 
received  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  receipt,  parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  show  that  it  was  received  before.  Clamagawan 
V.  Sacerdotte,  8  IST.  S.  542  ;  AKn  v.  Brummond,  2  An.  92. 

22.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  payment  was 
made  in  a  note,  although  the  written  receipt  showed  that 
payment  was  acknowledged  in  general,  without  stating  in 
what  manner  it  had  been  made.  Chew  v.  Chinn,  7  IST.  S. 
534. 

23.  A  receipt  for  money  paid  is  not  conclusive  between 
the  parties,  but  is  open  to  explanation  by  parol  evidence. 
Bass  V.  Balph,  5  An.  235  ;  Fletcher  v.  Fletcher,  lb.  408. 

24.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  the  neglect  of  his 
deputy  to  return  an  execution,  a  receipt,  signed  by  the  deputy, 
which  contains  an  acknowledgment  of  his  having  received 
for  collection  the  execution  in  question,  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  he  may  also  intro- 
duce parol  evidence  to  explain  its  terms  and  forms.  J^ye  v. 
Kellam,  18  Yt.  (3  Washb.)  694. 

25.  In  an  action  against  a  common  carrier  for  the  logs  of 
goods,  the  plaintiffs  were  allowed  to  show  by  parol  that  the 
words  "  dangers  of  the  river,"  in  the  bill  of  lading,  were,  by 
the  usage  and  custom  of  merchants  and  others,  understood 
to  include  other  casualties  than  those  arising  from  the  element 
of  water.    Sampson  v.  Gazzam,  6  Port.  123. 

26.  A  written  receipt  for  money  is  open  to  explanation  by 
parol,  and  the  rule  is  the  same  as  to  an  acknowledgment  of 
the  receipt  of  money  in  the  body  of  a  deed.  Sanders  v. 
Hendrix,  5  Ala.  224, 

27.  A  receipt  of  a  warehouseman,  that  he  holds  150  bar- 
rels of  flour,  subject  to  the  order  of  A.,  may  be  explained  and 
impeached,  if  A.  has  made  no  advance,  nor  incurred  any 
responsibility  on  account  of  it.  B^ee  v.  Moore,  3  McLean 
387. 
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(f.)  To  show  the  Intentions  of  Parties  to  Notes,  Deeds, 
Mortgages,  die. 

1.  Where  a  note  was  given  in  part  renewal  of  one  secured 
by  mortgage,  and  was  assigned  to  another,  parol  evidence 
of  the  fact  is  admissible,  and,  consequently,  of  the  right  to 
the  mortgage  resulting  from  the  nature  of  the  claim — the 
note  having  been  given  in  payment  for  the  property  mort- 
gaged.   Moore  v.  Louaillier,  2  Lou.  672. 

2.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  in  what  manner  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  has  been  executed  by  the 
parties,  and  how  far  the  possession  has  conformed  to  the  act 
of  sale.    Marcotte  v.  Coco,  12  K.  167. 

3.  A  deed  or  bill  of  sale,  absolute  on  its  face,  may  be  shown 
by  parol  to  have  been  intended  as  a  mortgage.  Bishop  v. 
Bishop,  13  Ala.  475. 

4.  In  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  a  policy  of  insurance,  to 
whom  the  insured  premises  have  been  conveyed  by  a  deed, 
absolute  on  its  face,  it  is  competent  to  show,  by  parol  evi- 
dence, that  the  deed  was  given  as  a  collateral  security.  In 
equity  parol  evidence  is  admissible,  to  show  that  a  deed,  ab- 
solute on  its  face,  is  a  mortgage.  Hodges  v.  Tenn.  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.,  17  How.  (U.  S.)  416. 

5.  An  assignment  of  a  judgment  was  in  reality  conditional, 
although  absolute  on  its  face ;  a  bill  being  filed  in  the  nature 
of  a  bill  to  carry  that  assignment  into  effect,  parol  evidence 
was  admissible  to  rebut  or  explain  an  equitable  interest. 
Rhodes  V.  Farmer,  17  How.  (U.  S.)  464. 

6.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  that  a  bill  of  sale, 
absolute  on  its  face,  was  intended  by  the  parties  to  be  only  a 
mortgage.    Hayworth  v.  Worthington,  5  Blackf.  361. 

7.  In  an  action  on  a  note,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
prove  an  agreement  to  receive,  in  part  payment,  a  debt  due 
from  another  person.    Marchie  v.  CooTc,  1  Ala.  41. 

8.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  a  failure  of  con- 
sideration, in  an  action  on  a  note.  Buchels  v.  Cunningham, 
6  S.  &  M.  358. 

9.  In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  warranty  of  soundness  of 
a  slave,  which  was  sold  with  another  for  a  gross  sum,  the 
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value  of  the  slave,  as  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  at  the  time 
of  sale,  may  be  proved  by  parol.     Tutt  v.  McZeod,  3  How.iJ^ 
(Miss.)  223. 

10.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  an  instru-/ 
ment,  purporting  on  its  face  to  be  a  deed,  is  in  fact  a  mort- ' 
gage.     Swart  v.  Service,  21  "Wend.  36. 

11.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  elucidate  a  written 
agreement.    J^ish  v.  Hubbard,  21  Wend.  651. 

12.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  an  assign- 
ment of  a  mortgage,  absolute  in  its  terms,  is  a  mere  security 
for  the  performance  of  a  contract.  Gilchrist  v.  Cunning- 
ham, 8  Wend.  641. 

13.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  note  drawn 
in  favor  of  -  an  attorney  at  law,  was  given  in  payment  of  a  ^ 
debt  due  to  his  client.     Rogers  v.  Hendsley,  2  Lou.  698. 

14.  There  is  no  material  difference  of  principle  in  the 
rules  of  interpretation  between  wills  and  contracts,  except 
what  naturally  arises  from  the  different  circumstances  of 
the  parties.  The  object  in  both  cases  is  the  same,  namely, 
to  discover  the  intention.  And  to  do  this,  the  court  may, 
in  either  case,  put  themselves  in  the  place  of  the  party,  and 
then  see  bow  the  terms  of  the  instrument  affect  the  property 
or  subject-matter.  With  this  view,  evidence  must  be  admis- 
sible of  all  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  author  of  the 
instrument.     Smith  v.  Bell,  6  Peters,  75. 

15.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  that  an  absolute  / 
deed,  whatever  may  be  the  covenants,  was  intended  as  a  ^ 
mortgage.    Ferguson,  v.  Sutphen,  3  Gilm.  547. 

16.  Parol  evidence  is  competent  to  show  that  an  absolute 
conveyance  of  the  land  by  the  insured  to  his  assignee  of  the 
policy,  "  as  collateral  security,"  was  merely  a  mortgage.  So 
held  in  the  assignee's  action  on  the  policy.  Hodges  v.  Tenr 
nessee  Marine  and  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  Court  of  Appeals,  (Selden,) 
July,  1853. 

17.  A  bill  of  sale  of  personal  property,  absolute  on  its  face, 
may  be  shown  by  parol  to  be  merely  a  mortgage,  as  security 
for  the  payment  of  money.  Carter  v.  Burnis,  10  S.  &  M. 
527. 

18.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  purpose  for 
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which  a  policy  of  insurance  was  assigned,    Allen  v.  Hudson 
Eiver  Ins.  Co.,  19  Barb.  M2. 

19.  Where  a  written  copartnership  agreement  is  doubtful, 
the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  partners  under  it  is  admis- 
sible in  aid  of  the  construction  of  the  agreement  on  the 
question  of  intent.    Beachcmi  v.  Eokford,  2  Sandf.  Oh.  E.  116. 

20.  In  an  action  on  a  note  given  for  the  price  of  a  horse, 
it  is  competent  for  the  defendant  to  prove  by  parol  that  the 
note  was  to  be  returned  if  the  horse  died.  It  is  not  within 
the  rule  that  a  written  contract  cannot  be  explained  by  parol 
evidence.    Burlaw  v.  FlemmAng,  6  Ala.  146. 

21.  Facts  which  took  place  subsequent  to  a  transaction, 
may  be  taken  into  consideration  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining the  intent  of  the  parties  to  that  transaction.  Child- 
rose  V.  Ford,  10  S.  &  M.  25. 

22.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  in  a  suit  at  law  to  show 
that  one  obligor  in  a  bond  is  only  surety  to  the  other  who  is 
principal.     Garrett  v.  Ferguson,  9  Mis.  125. 

23.  The  meaning  of  letters  and  abbreviations  used  in  a 
written  contract  jnay  be  proved  by  parol.  Dama  v.  Fiedler, 
1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  463. 

24.  In  an  action  on  a  written  lease,  for  the  rent,  the  lessee 
1  cannot  recoup  for  the  breach  of  a  cotemporary  oral  promise 
'of  the  lessor  to  improve  the  premises.     The  City  of  New- 

Yorh  V.  Price,  5  Sandf.  542. 

25.  It  is  competent  to  show  the  intention  of  the  wife  to 
charge  her  separate  estate,  by  parol  evidence.  Conn  v. 
Conn,  1  Md.  Ch.  Decis.  212. 

26.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  guaranty, 
containing  ambiguous  language,  contemplated  future  ad- 
vances.   4  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  R.  378. 

27.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show,  that  at  the  time 
of  making  a  mortgage  of  a  chattel,  it  was  agreed  between 
the  parties,  that  the  mortgagor  should  retain  possession. 
Pierce  v.  Stevens,  30  Maine,  (17  Shep.)  184. 

28.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  party  whose 
name  appears  on  the  back  of  a  note  payable  to  another,  did 
not  sign  as  maker  but  as  endorser,  and  that  such  was  the  un- 
derstanding of  the  parties  at  the  time.  Lewis  (&  Bro.  v. 
Earvey  et  al.,  18  Mis.  74. 
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(g.)  To  Show  Usage. 

1.  The  true  and  appropriate  office  of  a  usage  or  custom  is 
to  interpret  the  otherwise  indeterminate  intentions  of  .parties, 
and  to  ascertain  the  nature  and  extent  of  their  contracts, 
arising,  not  from  express  stipulations,  but  from  mere  impli- 
cations and  presumptions,  and  acts  of  a  doubtful  or  equivocal 
character.  It  may  also  be  admitted  to  ascertain  the  true 
meaning  of  a  particular  word,  or  of  particular  words  in  a 
given  instrument,  when  the  word  or  words  have  various 
senses,  some  common,  some  qualified  and  some  technical, 
according  to  the  subject-matter  to  which  they  are  applied. 
Per  Judge  Stoet,  in  Ths  Schooner  Sesid  e,  2  Sumner,  567. 

2.  The  usage  of  trade  may  be  proved  by  parol,  although 
such  usage  originated  in  a  law  or  edict  of  the  go  vernment  of 
the  country.  Livingston  c6  Oilohrist  v.  The  Ma/ryland  Ins. 
Co.,  6  Cranch,  274 ;  2  Cond.  Kep.  370. 

3.  Though  usage  may  be  admissible  to  explain  what  is 
doubtful,  it  is  not  admissible  to  contradict  what  is  plain.  2 
Or.  &  J.  249,  250. 

4.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  rule  under  consideration, 
which  forbids  the  admission  of  parol  evidence  to  contradict 
or  vary  a  written  contract,  is  not  infringed  by  any  evidence 
of  known  and  established  usage  respecting  the  subject  to 
which  the  contract  relates.     1  Greenleaf  Ev.  377. 

5.  Proof  of  usage  is  admitted,  either  to  interpret  the 
meaning  of  the  language  of  the  contract,  or  to  ascertain  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  contract,  in  the  absence  of  express 
stipulations,  and  where  the  meaning  is  equivocal  and  ob- 
scure.    2  Sumner,  5G9. 

6.  Where  a  promissory  note  or  bill  is  payable  with  grace, 
parol  evidence  of  the  known  and  established  usage  of  the 
bank,  at  which  it  is  payable,  is  admissible,  to  show  on  what 
day  the  grace  expired.  Renner  v.  Bamlc  of  Columbia,  9 
Wheat.  581. 

7.  Where  a  new  and  unusual  word  is  used  in  a  contract,  oi 
where  a  word  is  used  in  a  technical  or  peculiar  sense,  as  ap 
plicable  to  any  trade  or  branch  of  business,  or  to  any  particu 
lar  class  of  people,  it  is  proper  to  receive  evidence  of  usage 
to  explain  and  illustrate  it.    Eaton  v.  Smith,  20  Pick.  150. 
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(h.)     To  prove  lost  Deeds,  Notes,  c&c. 

1.  If  a  writing  be  lost,  or  be  in  the  possession  of  the  partj 
against  whom  it  is  wanted  as  evidence,  parol  evidence  maj 
be  admitted  as  to  its  contents.  Thayer  v.  Stearns,  1  Pick 
109 ;  Taunton  Turnpike  v.  Whiting,  10  Mass.  327 ;  Oady  v 
Eggleston,  11  Mass.  282. 

2.  Proof  of  the  admission  by  the  defendant  that  an  instru 
ment  is  lost,  is  sufl&cient  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  offer  par« 
evidence  of  tlie  contents.     Cooper  v.  Maddan,  6  Ala.  431. 

3.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  the  contents  oi 
lost  notes,  lost  deeds  or  letters  of  attorney.  5  Mass.  101 
So  of  a  lost  will.  Jackson  v.  Betts,  9  Cowen,  208 ;  3  Rand 
167  ;  1  Pick.  109. 

4.  If  a  record  be  lost,  or  irrecoverably  lost,  parol  evidence 
is  admissible  to  show  that  it  once  existed  and  the  purport  of 
it.     Gore  v.  Elwell,  9  Shep.  442. 


(i.)     To  prove  Boundaries  and  Agency. 

1.- Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  a  boundary  line 
recognised  by  the  parties  in  support  of  a  plea  of  prescription, 
as  it  goes  merely  to  prove  a  fact  connected  with  the  actual 
possession  of  the  parties.     Blame  v.  Duplessis,  13  Lou.  336. 

2.  Parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  the  boundaries  of  land, 
even  without  a  survey.     Oayosos  v.  Baldwin,  8  E".  S.  660. 

3.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  fix  the  boundaries  of 
land,  when  the  title  leaves  them  doubtful.  Oayosos  v.  Bald- 
win, 8  ]Sr.  S.  659. 

4.  It  is  competent  to  show  by  parol  evidence  where  the  boun- 
dary lines  of  land  have  been  fixed  by  the  parties,  and  in  the 
same  manner  to  identify  lands  referred  to  in  a  written  agree- 
ment.   McCaleb  v.  Prodat,  25  Miss.  257. 

5.  Authority  of  an  agent,  may  be  proved  by  parol.  2 
GreenleafEv.  63. 

6.  An  authority  to  sign  a  note  may  be  proved  by  oral 
communications,  or  by  implication.    Story  on  Agency,  §  60. 

7.  Where  the  statute  of  frauds  requires  an  engagement  to 
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be  in  writing,  verbal  authority  insufficient.    19  Johns.  60 ;  12 
Wheat.  67 ;  21  Wend.  296. 

8.  If  the  authority  is  in  writing,  it  must  be  produced  and 
proved.     2  Greenleaf  Ev.  65. 

9.  Agent  himself  may  prove  verbal  authority.     2  Green- 
leaf  Ev.  55. 


(j.)     To  Show  Hes  Oestce,  and  Different  Consideration  in 

Deeds. 

1.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  bill  of  sale 
of  slaves,  in  which  the  receipt  of  the  price,  in  cash,  was  ac- 
knowledged, remained  in  the  possession  of  the  vendor  until 
after  a  settlement  of  accounts  between  him  and  the  pur- 
chaser, and  a  note  given  by  the  latter  for  the  balance  found 
to  be  due.    Hermann  v.  Hootsell,  18  Lou.  419. 

2.  A  party  may  be  bound  by  what  is  contained  in  an  act 
between  third  persons,  where  it  is  proved  that  he  had  notice 
of  it ;  and,  as  pai"ol  testimony  is  necessary  and  admissible  to 
prove  such  notice,  whatever  took  place  at  the  time  of  notice, 
may,  by  the  same  kind  of  evidence,  be  proved  as  part  of  the 
res  gestoB.     Benton  v.  Roberts.,  1  K.  101. 

3.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  in  favor  of  one  not  a  party, 
nor  representing  a  party,  to  a  sale  of  land,  to  prove  that  the 
consideration  of  the  sale  was  different  from  that  stated  in  the 
written  act.     Groses  v.  Steel,  2  An.  480. 

4.  Parol  evidence  is  good  to  establish  possession,  but  not 
to  form  a  title  to  real  estate.  McOuire  v.  Amelung,  12  M. 
649. 

5.  Though  a  bill  of  sale  may  purport  to  be  for  a  cash  con- 
sideration, already  paid,  it  is  competent  to  prove  by  parol 
that  the  payment  was  not  made  in  cash,  and  also  to  show 
in  what  mode  it  was  made.    Bryant  v.  Croshy,  36  Maine,  562. 

6.  A  written  notice,  delivered  to  a  party  to  pay  money, 
and  the  contents,  may  be  proved  by  parol,  with  proof  of 
notice  to  produce  the  written  notice.  OasTcell  v.  Morris,  7 
Watts  &  Serg.  32. 

7.  The  acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  of  the  consideration 
money,  in  a  deed  of  land,  does  not  preclude  the  grantor  from 
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showing,  hj  parol  testimony,  that  a  part  of  the  money  was 
left  in  the  hands  of  the  grantee,  to  be  paid  by  him  to  a  third 
person,  for  the  benefit  of  the  grantor.  BurbanJc  v.  Oould^  3 
Shep.  118. 

8.  Where  a  promissory  note  was  absolute  in  its  terms,  it 
was  said  that  parol  evidence  was  inadmissible  to  prove  that 

,  the  note  was  originally  given  on  a  condition  which  had 
failed,  although  the  same  evidence  would  prove  that  a 
written  agreement,  to  the  same  effect,  had  been  executed, 
and  had  been  lost  by  accident.  Hose  v.  Learned,  14  Mass. 
154. 

9.  "Where  there  is  a  written  lease,  parol  evidence  is  not  ad- 
missible to  prove  that  the  lessor,  in  consideration  of  the  rent 
reserved,  promised  to  make  any  other  repairs  than  such  as 
are  stipulated  for  in  the  lease.  Brigham  v.  Rogers,  17 
Mass.  671. 


(k.)     Generally. 

1.  Facts  and  circumstances  of  plaintiff's  possession,  which 
took  place  at  a  time  when  his  title  was  unknown,  and  when 
the  parties  could  not  be  suspected  of  making  evidence  for 
themselves,  may  be  proved  by  parol.  Bevall  v.  Clioppin, 
15  Lou.  566. 

2.  In  some  cases,  where  a  record  exists  of  the  fact,  it  does 
not  preclude  parol  evidence.  Thus,  parol  evidence  has  been 
held  admissible  to  prove  the  defendant  an  innkeeper  in  an 
action  against  him  as  such,  although  his  license  is  on  record. 
Owings  v.  Wyamt,  3  Har.  &  M'Hen.  393. 

3.  Parol  evidence  of  marriages  is  received,  although  offi- 
ciating clergymen  and  magistrates  are  by  statutes  required 
to  keep  a  record  of  all  marriages  solemnized  before  them, 
and  to  return  annually,  to  the  clerk  of  the  town  where  they 
reside,  a  certificate  of  the  names  of  all  persons  by  them  joined 
in  marriage.     Commonwealth  v.  Nor  cross,  9  Mass.  492. 

4.  In  Massachusetts,  parol  proof  of  the  age  of  persons  and 
the  time  of  their  death  is  constantly  received,  though  a  statute 
requires  that  births  and  deaths  shall  be  recorded  by  the 
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town  clerk ;  and  parents,  householders,  &c.,  are  liable  to  a 
penalty  for  neglecting  to  give  notice  of  births  in  their  families. 
4  Stark.  Ev.  1,044,  note  1. 

5.  If  a  note,  for  instance,  has  been  given  as  evidence  of  a 
loan,  the  action  may  be  brought  for  the  money  lent,  and  this 
proved  by  parol ;  the  note  must  indeed  be  produced  on  the 
trial,  not,  however,  as  the  only  competent  evidence  of  the 
loan,  but  to  be  cancelled,  so  as  to  prevent  its  being  put  into 
circulation.     Keene  v.  Meade,  3  Peters,  1. 

6.  The  doctrine  prevails  as  to  all  written  acknowledgments 
and  receipts,  that  the  transaction  which  they  are  designed  to 
evince  may  be  proved  by  the  parol  testimony  of  witnesses, 
without  producing  the  receipts  or  accounting  for  the  absence 
of  them  ;  but  if  the  question  be  upon  the  receipts  themselves, 
by  whom  signed,  what  are  their  contents,  or  the  like,  they 
then  become  the  highest  evidence,  and  must  be  produced. 
SouthwicJc  V.  ffayden,  1  Cowen,  334. 

7.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  the  former  exist- 
ence of  a  judgment,  and  the  loss  thereof  by  the  justice  who 
gave  it.    Bead  v.  Staton,  3  Hayw.  159. 

8.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  the  conduct  of  a 
party,  to  the  end  that  he  should  not  be  permitted  to  have  the 
benefit  of  an  equitable  presumption  in  his  favor.  Match  v. 
Kimball,  4  Shep.  146. 

9.  In  an  action  brought  against  one  by  his  full  name,  on  a 
judgment  recovered  against  him  by  his  family  name  only, 
the  plaintiff  may  prove  by  parol  that  the  defendant  is  the 
person  against  whom  the  judgment  was  rendered.  Boot  v. 
Fellowes,  6  Cush.  29. 

10.  If  the  nature  and  extent  of  an  undertaking  for  the 
debt  or  default  of  another  be  in  writing,  the  demands  of  the 
statute  are  satisfied,  and  the  consideration  by  which  the 
agreement  is  upheld  may  be  shown,  as  in  other  cases,  by 
parol  evidence.  Packard  v.  Bicha/rdson,  17  Mass.  122 ; 
Beed  v.  Evans,  17  Ohio,  128 ;  Tayler  v.  Boss,  3  Terg.  330. 

11.  Where  a  written  promise,  not  within  the  statute  of 
frauds,  does  not  express  a  consideration,  it  is  always  compe- 
tent to  prove  one  by  parol.  Ba/mes  v.  Ferine,  15  Barb. 
249. 

15 
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12.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  identify  a  note  which 
is  provided  for  by  an  assignment  of  the  maker's  property, 
but  which  is  misdescribed  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the 
assignment.     Pierce  v.  ParTcer,  4  Met.  80. 

13.  The  date  of  a  deed  or  writing  is  merely  presumptive 
evidence  of  the  time  of  its  execution,  and  may  be  contradicted 
by  parol.    Breck  v.  Cole,  i  Sandf.  79. 

14.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  the  identity  of  a 
slave  who  was  inherited  by  the  plaintiff's  mother  from  her 
father's  estate,  and  also  the  possession  of  the  slave  as  a  part 
of  the  inheritance.  Ouerin  v.  Bagneries,  18  Lou.  590 ; 
McGuire  v.  Amelung,  12  M.  650. 

15.  A  receipt  may  be  explained  by  parol  evidence.  Mc- 
Keagg  v.  Callehan,  13  Ala.  828. 

16.  "Where  the  commissioner  of  a  colony,  under  the  colo- 
nization law  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  issued  a  grant  to  land, 
it  was  held,  that  parol  evidence  might  be  introduced  to  show 
the  nullity  of  the  grant,  by  proving  that  the  land  thus  granted 
did  not  lie  within  the  territorial  limits  of  such  colony.  Mason 
V.  Pussell,  1  Texas,  721. 

17.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  note 
stamped  by  a  bank  as  paid,  was  not  paid.  Union  Bank  v. 
Slidell,  15  Lou.  316. 

18.  "Where,  in  a  deed  to  trustees  for  religious  purposes,  the 
use  is  expressed  in  general  terms,  it  cannot  be  inferred  that 
it  was  intended  to  limit  the  use  to  the  support  of  the  particu- 
lar faith  which  the  donor  professed ;  though,  if  the  language 
of  the  trust  be  ambiguous,  perhaps  the  faith  of  the  donor 
may  be  received  in  evidence  to  aid  in  its  construction. 
Robertson  v.  Bullions,  1  Kernan,  243. 

19.  Several  instruments,  though  of  the  same  date  and 
subject-matter,  cannot  be  construed  together  as  one  contract 
unless  they  are  between  the  same  parties.  Craig  v.  "PTeKs, 
1  Kernan,  315. 

20.  A  wife,  who  has  mortgaged  her  paraphernal  property 
to  secure  the  payment  of  a  loan,  which  was  received  by  her 
husband  and  did  not  enure  to  her  benefit,  though  appearing 
alone  in  the  contract  as  having  borrowed  the  amount  with 
the  authorization  of  her  husband,  may  show  by  parol  the  real 
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character  of  the  transaction,  and  exonerate  herself.    Fire- 
men^s  Ins.  Co.  y.  Cross,  i  E.  608. 

21.  In  a  suit  by  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendants  from 
disturbing  the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs,  parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  show  that  the  plaintiffs  are  themselves  trespass- 
ing on  property  of  which  the  public  has  the  use,  and  the 
defendants  are  the  administrators.  Hanson  v.  Lafayette,  18 
Lou.  295. 

22.  Parol  evidence  of  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  in  a 
petitory  suit,  cannot  be  rejected,  on  the  ground  that  the  sur- 
vey annexed  to  the  record  did  not  appear  to  have  been  made 
with  notice  to  the  defendant.  Daigre  v.  Richard,  11  M. 
M9. 

23.  Payment  of  the  price  of  real  estate  may  be  proved 
by  parol,  but  such  proof  of  that  fact  will  not  establish  that 
there  was  a  sale.     Frique  v.  Hopkins,  4  '^.  S.  212. 

24.  Although,  from  an  inspection  of  the  instrument  itself, 
all  the  formalities  required  by  law  appear  to  have  been  com- 
plied with  in  a  will  by  public  act,  parol  testimony  is  admis- 
sible to  establish  the  contrary.  Mouton  v.  Cameau,  6  An. 
566. 

25.  Parol  proof  is  admissible  to  show  that  an  agent,  who 
sold  by  written  act  in  this  state,  had  a  verbal  power  from  the 
owner  in  a  state  where  a  sale  of  slaves  may  be  made  by 
parol.     Thatcher  v.  Walden,  5  N.  S.  496. 

26.  In  an  action  for  damages  to  plaintiff's  land,  parol  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  prove  possession  and  acts  of  ownership. 
Barataria  Canal  Co.  v.  Field,  17  Lou.  421. 

27.  Parol  evidence  may  be  received  to  show  that  a  woman 
of  color,  who  claims  under  a  will,  is  the  adulterine  bastard 
of  the  testator.     Jung  v.  Doriocourt,  4  Lou.  178. 

28.  "Where  the  words  of  a  receipt  leave  its  meaning  doubt- 
ful, the  testimony  of  witnesses  is  admissible  to  explain  it. 
Copley  V.  Benton,  2  An.  590. 

29.  The  sale  of  a  slave  cannot  be  proved  by  parol ;  but  if 
a  slave  be  delivered  on  trial,  the  circumstances  of  such  de- 
livery may  be  shown  by  parol.  Nicholls  v.  Roland,  11  M. 
)91. 

30.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  that  a  wife 
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brought  certain  real  property  in  marriage.     Edbillard  v. 
Eobillard,  4  M.  603. 

31.  Oral  proof  may  be  received  to  establish  the  identity 
of  a  person  who  sues  as  the  heir  instituted  in  a  testament. 
Lafon  V.  Oravier,  1  N.  S.  243. 

32.  "Where,  in  an  action  of  trover  for  a  slave,  the  defend- 
ant, by  his  examination  of  a  witness  in  chief,  proved  that  the 
witness,  as  constable,  had  sold  the  slave  to  him,  it  was  held, 
that  the  plaintiff  might,  by  cross-examination  of  the  same 
witness,  give  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  process 
on  which  the  witness  so  sold  the  slave.  Hume  v.  Pumphrey, 
4  Gill,  181. 

33.  A  written  contract  may  be  waived  by  parol,  and,  after 
such  waiver,  neither  party  can  set  up  the  contract.  Wood  v. 
Perry,  1  Barb.  114. 

34.  The  contents  of  a  lost  record  may  be  proved  by  parol. 
Farmers^  Bank  v.  Crihson,  6  Barr,  51. 

35.  Where  a  witness  stated  that  he  had  received  a  letter, 
enclosing  a  remittance,  and  containing  instructions  as  to  its 
application,  it  was  held,  that  this  was  not  parol  evidence  of 
the  contents  of  the  letter,  such  as  should  be  excluded.  Ati- 
d/rews  v.  Jones,  10  Ala.  460. 

36.  Where  an  agent  buys  land  with  the  money  of  his 
principal,  and  takes  a  deed  conveying  the  title  to  himself,  or 
upon  the  sale  of  land  thus  situated,  takes  notes  for  the  pur- 
chase money  in  his  own  name,  it  is  competent  for  the  prin- 
cipal to  prove  the  fact  by  parol  testimony,  and  assert  his 
title  to  the  land  in  the  one  case  and  to  the  money  in  the 
other.    Ih. 

37.  Under  the  act  of  Ohio,  authorizing  the  appraisal  of 
personal  property  levied  on  execution,  where  a  bond  has 
been  given  for  its  re-delivery,  the  property  once  offered  for 
sale,  and  a  vendi.  issued,  parol  proof  may  be  given  of  the 
demand  of  other  property,  than  that  named  in  the  writ  of 
the  execution  debtor.    Darling  v.  PecTc,  15  Ohio,  65. 

38.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  official  character. 
8oott  V.  DeWoit  Yoimg  Men's  Society,  1  Doug.  119. 

39.  It  is  competent  to  show  by  parol  evidence  that  one 
acted  as  the  agent  of  another,  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  paid 
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for  them  with  the  money  of  his  principal,  and  took  a  title  in 
his  own  name.  In  such  case  there  will  be  a  resulting  trust 
in  favor  of  the  principal ;  and  in  a  controversy  between  him 
and  the  creditors  of  his  agent,  he  will  be  entitled  to  the 
lands,  or  their  proceeds,  if  they  have  been  sold.  Andrews 
V  Jones,  10  Ala.  400. 

40.  In  cases  of  a  joint  purchase,  where  each  purchaser  is 
to  have  an  interest  in  the  purchase  in  proportion  to  his  ad- 
vances, parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  establish  the  trust,  as 
well  as  to  rebut,  control  or  vary  it.  Jenhins  v.  Eldridge,  3 
Story,  181. 

41.  In  an  action  on  a  note,  either  party  may  show  by  parol 
that  the  consideration  of  the  note  was  the  sale  of  a  particular 
lot  of  land,  or  of  the  interest  of  a  particular  person  in  it. 
The  consideration  of  a  note  may  always  be  shown  by  parol. 
Matlock  v.  Livingston,  9  S.  &  M.  489. 

42.  A  party  was  allowed  to  prove  that  a  release  in  ques- 
tion was  made  to  the  releasee  for  the  purpose  of  making  him 
a  competent  witness  in  a  certain  case,  in  order  to  show  at 
what  time  it  was  executed.  Artoher  v.  McDuffie,  5  Barb. 
Sup.  Ot.  147. 

43.  "Whether  certain  premises  are  or  are  not  parcel  of  the 
premises  demised  in  a  lease,  if  not  ascertained  by  the  written 
contract,  is  always  a  question  open  to  extrinsic  evidence. 
Crawford  v.  Morris,  5  Gratt.  90. 

44.  In  an  action  against  several  persons,  as  joint  owners 
of  a  vessel,  for  supplies  furnished  for  the  vessel,  proof  by  the 
plaintiffs  that  the  supplies  were  delivered  on  board  the  ves- 
sel, that  they  rendered  a  bill  to  B.,  one  of  the  joint  owners 
of  the  vessel,  that  it  was  last  seen  in  his  possession,  and  that 
it  had  been  inspected  by  the  other  joint  owners,  is  sufficient, 
after  proving  service  of  the  usual  notice  on  B.  to  produce  the 
bill,  and  his  failure  to  do  so,  to  authorize  parol  evidence  to 
be  given  of  its  contents.    King  v.  Lowry,  20  Barb.  532. 
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1.  A  check,  purporting  on  its  face  to  be  for  so  much  money, 
was  designed  by  the  drawer  to  be  payable  in  the  notes  of  a 
bank  which  had  failed,  and  received  with  that  expectation 
by  the  payee,  is  not  admissible.  Pach  v.  Thomas,  13  S.  & 
M.  11. 

2.  An  ambiguity,  arising  from  the  phraseology  of  writtet 
evidence — not  from  extrinsic  matter — cannot  be  explained  by 
parol  evidence.  Riolimond  Trading  and  Manufacturing 
Co.  V.  Farguar,  8  Blatchf.  89. 

3.  To  prove  what  the  verdict  in  a  previous  suit  was,  and 
that  there  was  no  new  trial  in  such  suit,  parol  evidence  is 
inadmissible.    Ahrams  v.  Smith,  8  Blatchf.  95. 

4.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  an  appeal 
has  been  taken  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  when  it  does  not  so  appear  on  the  record.  Gam- 
mon V.  Chandler,  30  Maine,  (17  Shep.)  152. 

5.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  a  party 
signing  a  bill  of  exchange  in  his  own  name,  in  fact  signed  it 
as  the  agent  of  another.  Hancock  v.  Fairfield,  30  Maine, 
(17  Shep.)  299. 

6.  The  intention  of  the  principal  of  a  power  of  attorney 
cannot  be  shown  by  parol  evidence  to  differ  from  that  which 
appears  by  the  power.    PecTchamY.  Lyon,  4  McLean,  45. 

7.  "Where  there  is  no  ambiguity  in  the  terms  of  a  policy  of 
insurance,  no  extrinsic  evidence  will  be  admitted  to  control 
or  vary  its  expressions.  Mutual  Benefit  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Buse,  8  Geo.  534. 

8.  Conversations  between  the  parties,  previous  to  the  exe- 
cution of  a  written  contract,  are  not  admissible  to  explain  or 
vary  its  terms.    Bedford  v.  Flowers,  11  Humph.  242. 

9.  Where  the  act  of  the  agent  must  be  under  seal,  parol 
evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  authority  of  such  agent. 
Story  on  Agency,  §  50. 
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10.  Parol  evidence  that  a  .promise  renewing  a  note  was 
made  on  a  condition  which  had  not  been  complied  with,  is 
inadmissible.     Warren  Academy  v.  Starretf,  3  Shep.  443. 

11.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  prove  the  trial  of 
a  right  of  property.     Lawrence  v.  Sherman,  3  M'Lean,  488. 

12.  Parol  evidence,  to  change  the  effect  of  an  entry  in  the 
docket,  is  inadmissible.     Ellis  \.  Madison,  1  Shep.  312. 

13.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  besides  the 
guaranty  contained  in  the  act  of  sale,  the  vendor  of  slaves 
warranted  that  they  should  not  abscond  nor  prove  sickly. 
Goodloe  V.  Hart,  2  Lou.  447. 

14.  The  purchaser  of  slaves,  who  has  given  his  note  in  pay- 
ment, cannot  prove  a  condition  different  from  that  expressed 
in  the  deed  of  conveyance.     Ih. 

15.  If  a  bill  of  lading,  in  the  handwriting  of  A.,  state  that 
the  property  was  shipped  by  A.,  he  shall  not  be  allowed  to 
show  by  parol  that  it  was  shipped  by  another.  Center  v. 
Torrey,  8  M.  206. 

16.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  a  conversation 
between  the  parties  at  the  time  that  one  of  them  signed  re- 
ceipts for  the  other.    Adams  v.  Oaynord,  6  N.  S.  249. 

17.  In  an  action  upon  a  valued  policy,  it  is  not  competent 
for  the  underwriters  to  give  parol  evidence  that  the  real 
value  of  the  subject  insured  is  different  from  that  stated  in 
the  policy.  The  Marine  Ins.  Co.  of  Alexandria  v.  Hodgsen, 
6  Cranch,  206 ;  2  Cond.  Eep.  347. 

18.  Where  the  terms  of  an  agreement,  as  expressed  by  the 
parties  in  their  oral  negotiation,  and  as  finally  settled  upon 
by  parol,  are  in  evidence,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  proving 
of  such  parol  agreement  requires  the  production  of  a  written 
paper,  to  which  parties,  at  the  time  of  making  the  parol 
agreement,  referred  as  a  mere  guide  in  settling  the  terms 
thereof.     Gilson  v.  Pearsall,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  90. 

19.  The  simple  order  of  admitting  proof  is  in  the  discre- 
tion of  a  referee.     II. 

20.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  while  written  evidence 
of  the  fact  is  within  the  power  of  the  party  to  produce. 
Bryan  v.  Smith,  2  Scam.  47. 

21.  The  deputy  sheriff  returned  an  execution  satisfied  in 
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part.  Held,  iii  the  plaintiff's  action  against  the  sheriff  for 
the  money,  that  the  return  was  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
amount  made,  and  that  the  deputy's  testimony  to  contradict 
it  was  inadmissible.  Shelden  v.  Payne,  3  Selden,  (N.  Y.) 
453. 

22.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  certain  furniture, 
alleged  to  have  been  sold  to  defendant,  plaintiff  cannot  in- 
troduce parol  evidence  to  contradict  his  own  receipt,  from 
which  it  appears  that  he  had  sold  the  same  furniture  to  a 
third  person,  from  whom  it  had  been  purchased  by  defendant. 
Lyons  v.  Jackson,  4  E.  465. 

23.  Antecedent  conversations  respecting  a  contract,  which 
the  parties  subsequently  embody  in  a  written  instrument, 
are  inadmissible,  where  fraud  is  not  charged.  D^Aquin  v. 
Ba/rbour,  4  An.  441. 

24.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  contradict  a  written 
release.    Morgan  v.  Morgan,  5  An.  230. 

25.  Parol  evidence  that  a  conveyance,  which  the  act  shows 
to  be  a  sale,  was  not  a  sale,  but  a  dation  en  jpayement,  is  in- 
admissible.    SMllman  v.  Lacey,  12  M.  404. 

26.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  explain  a  patent  am- 
biguity in  a  will.     Davis  v.  Davis,  8  Mis.  56. 

27.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  that  the  name 
of  C.  was  inserted  in  a  bond  by  mistake,  instead  of  the  name 
of  A.     Coleman  v.  Crumbier,  2  Dev.  508. 

28.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  vary,  explain  or 
contradict  an  agreement  in  writing.  Singleton  v.  Force,  7 
Miss.  515  ;  Dane  v.  Price,  5  Miss.  101. 

29.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  establish  a  term  or 
condition  of  a  written  contract,  as  to  which  the  written  con- 
tract is  silent.     Beard  v.  White,  1  Ala.  436. 

30.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  an  act  of 
sale  was  different  from  what  it  purports  to  be  on  its  face,  as 
far  as  relates  to  title  ;  although  it  might  be  legal  and  proper 
in  a  claim  against  the  community  of  acquests  and  gains,  to 
show  that  the  price  of  the  article  was  paid  for  out  of  the 
separate  funds  of  the  husband.     Brown  v.  CoUb,  10  Lou.  181. 

31.  Evidence  cannot  be  received  in  contradiction  to  a  do- 
nation inter  vivos  of  an  agreement  between  the  parties,  that 
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notwithstanding  the  donation,  the  donor  was  to  continue  to 
receive  the  rents  during  liis  life,  and  that  he  did  so.  Mor 
carty  v.  Com.  Ins.  Co.,  17  Lou.  366. 

32.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  vary  the  terms  of  a 
submission  to  arbitrators.  Ttichardson  v.  Suffolk  Ins.  Co., 
3  Met.  573. 

33.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  who  was  the 
administrator  of  an  estate.    Williams  y.  Jarrot,  1  Gilm.  120. 

34.  Parol  testimony  is  inadmissible  to  prove  that  a  written 
contract,  for  the  sale  of  property,  was  intended  to  embrace 
property  not  mentioned  in  the  writing,  nor  that  other  pro- 
perty was  to  pass  upon  the  same  consideration  which  the 
writing  has  limited  to  the  property  specified  in  it.  Ripley 
Y.  Paige,  12  Vt.  353. 

35.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  the  cancelling 
of  written  contracts.  Such  evidence  is  inadmissible  against 
a  written  contract,  and  proof  that  it  was  cancelled  is  the 
strongest  evidence  that  can  be  given  against  it.    Sharkey  v. 

Wood,  5  K.  326. 

36.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  proye  a  failure  of 
consideration,  where  there  is  a  written  agreement  containing 
intrinsic  evidence  that  a  consideration  had  passed  at  the  time 
of  the  date.     Heath  y.  Locke,  18  Lou.  68. 

37.  "Where  a  release  "  from  all  debts"  under  seal  is  absolute 
and  unequivocal  in  terms,  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to 
vary  or  explain  it  in  any  respect  or  particular.  Rice  v. 
Woods,  21  Pick.  30 ;  Deland  v.  Ameslury  Man.  Co.,  7  Pick, 
244 ;  Western  Boylston  Man.  Co.  v.  Pearle,  15  Pick.  244. 

38.  Parol  evidence  is, inadmissible  against  or  beyond  what 
is  mentioned  in  a  written  act,  or  as  to  what  may  have  been 
said  before  or  at  the  time  of  making  it,  or  since.  Cook  v. 
Parharson,  16  Lou.  129 ;  Arnous  y.  Da/vern,  18  Lou.  43 ; 
Labauve  v.  Declouet,  19  Lou.  381. 

39.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  the  intention 
of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  entering  into  a  written  contract, 
but  it  may  be  received  to  prove  a  subsequent  agreement  to 
grant  an  authority,  not  conceded  in  the  original  contract. 
Boss  V.  O'Neil,  1  K.  358. 

40.  Although  parol  evidence  be  not  admissible  to  prove  a 
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written  contract,  yet  it  will  be  received  as  proof  of  acts  done 
bj  the  parties  in  execution  of  it.  Amory  v.  Black,  13  Lou. 
268. 

41.  "Where,  by  a  written  agreement  entered  into  at  the 
time  of  dissolving  a  partnership,  one  of  the  partners  who 
purchased  the  common  stock  bound  himself  to  pay  all  the 
partnership  debts,  parol  evidence  will  be  inadmissible  to 
prove  a  guaranty  by  the  other  partner,  that  the  debts  did 
not  exceed  a  certain  amount.     Lynch  v.  Burr,  1  B.  9Q. 

42.  Parol  evidence  cannot  be  received  to  explain  a  writing 
in  which  there  is  no  ambiguity.  Quoties  in  verbis  nulla  est 
ambiguitas,  Hi  nulla  expositio  contra  verba  fienda  est.  Bar 
zare  v.  Peytavin,  12  M.  684 ;  Bewail  v.  Roach,  5  An.  683. 

43.  Parol  evidence  of  the  admissions  of  a  party,  tending 
to  contradict  positive  written  evidence,  such  as  the  enrolment 
of  a  steamer,  is  inadmissible.     Claris  v.  Slidell,  5  K.  330. 

44.  It  is  not  competent  to  prove,  by  parol  testimony,  that 
a  note,  absolute  in  its  terms,  "was  not  to  be  paid  unless  called 
for  during  the  lifetime  of  the  payee."  Boodey  v.  M^Kenney, 
10  Shep.  517. 

"45.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  prove  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  a  bond,  the  obligee  said  he  would 
not  hold  the  obligor  responsible.  Woodwa/rd  y.  M^  Oaugh, 
8  Mis.  161. 

46.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  annex  a  condition 
to  an  absolute  devise  in  a  will.  Crocher  v.  Crocker,  11 
Pick.  252. 

47.  "Where  a  witness  is  incompetent  because  he  is  a  slave, 
his  declarations,  even  to  show  his  condition,  cannot  be  legally 
received  as  evidence.    Fox  v.  Lambson,  3  Halst.  275. 

48.  Although  a  negro  cannot  testify  against  a  white  person, 
in  Missouri,  a  conversation  between  the  prisoner  and  a  negro, 
if  otherwise  unobjectionable,  may  be  proved  by  a  white  per- 
son, but  not  by  the  negro.     Hawkins  v.  The  State,  7  Mis.  190. 

49.  Parol  evidence  cannot  be  received  of  the  sale,  or  of  an 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  immovables.  Smelser  y.  Williams, 
4  K.  152  ;  Anderson  v.  Smith,  4  An.  525. 

50.  Parol  evidence,  showing  the  act  of  putting  in  posses- 
sion in  a  manner  manifestly  erroneous  and  inconsistent  with 
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the  written  evidence  of  title,  will  be  disregarded.    MilUUn 
V.  Minnis,  12  Lou.  539. 

51.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  explain  the  meaning 
of  certain  words  in  a  written  instrument,  where  they  are  free 
from  ambiguity.    Kemlle  v.  Lull,  3  McLean,  2Y2. 

52.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  vary  a  record  ;  but 
it  is  admissible  to  rebut  a  charge  of  fraud  in  the  procurement 
of  an  order  of  court.    Stell  v.  Glass,  1  Kelly,  475. 

53.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  vary  a  promissory 
note  so  as  to  change  its  terms  and  make  it  a  different  con- 
tract.    Cole  V.  Hundley,  8  S.  &  M.  473. 

54.  In  a  suit  on  a  written  promise  by  the  defendant  to 
assign  to  the  plaintiff  a  note  on  a  third  person,  it  was  held, 
that  parol  evidence,  tending  to  show  that  the  assignment  was 
to  be  without  recourse,  was  inadmissible.  Blair  v.  Williams, 
7  Blatchf.  132. 

55.  Parol  evidence  cannot  be  given  of  the  contents  of  a 
judgment  record.     Sutton  v.  Billaye,  3  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  529. 

56.  A  trust  in  land  must  bo  proved  by  writing,  and  parol 
testimony  is  inadmissible  for  that  purpose.  Miller  v.  Cotton, 
5  Geo.  341. 

57.  The  contents  of  a  written  contract  cannot  be  proved 
by  parol,  without  explaining  its  non-production.  Brewton 
V.  Bnier,  13  Ala.  826. 

58.  The  printed  terms  of  an  auction  sale  cannot  be  varied 
by  parol  declarations  of  the  auctioneer.  Wright  v.  DeTclyne, 
Pet.  C.  C.  199. 

59.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  establish  a  partner- 
ship, in  which  one  party  was  to  put  in  a  plantation.  Casta- 
nedo  V.  Toll,  6  M.  558. 

60.  A  receipt  for  so  much  money,  "  in  full,  for  damages 
done  to  us  by  the  stage  accident,"  &c.,  is  a  contract  liquida- 
ting the  damages,  as  well  as  a  receipt,  and,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud  in  its  procurement,  oral  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
make  it  conditional.  Coon  v.  Knajpf,  Court  of  Appeals, 
(Selden,)  July,  1853. 

'  61.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  a  consider- 
ation was  given  for  an  act  which  purports  on  its  face  to  be  a 
donation  purely.    Semple  v,  Fletcher,  3  N".  S.  385. 
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62.  Parol  evidence  cannot  be  received  to  establish  a  part- 
nership in  the  purchase  of  real  estate.  Walsh  v.  Texada, 
1  K  S.  231. 

63.  An  absolute  deed  cannot,  in  equity,  be  converted  into 
a  mortgage  by  oral  proof,  except  upon  an  application  of  the 
mortgagee  or  his  privies,  upon  the  ground  of  accident,  mis- 
take or  fraud,  or  in  favor  of  strangers,  to  prevent  a  fraudu- 
lent operation  of  the  instrument  upon  their  rights.  Taylor  v. 
Baldwin,  10  Barb.  582.      . 

64:.  A  wife,  claiming  as  legatee  of  her  husband,  cannot 
show  the  simulation  of  a  sale  made  by  him  by  parol  evidence ; 
aliter,  where  she  claims  as  partner  in  community.  Ouidry 
V.  Orivot,  2  ]Sr.  S.  13. 

65.  Parol  evidence  cannot  be  received  to  show  that  a  grant 
to  A.  was  made  in  lieu  of  and  intended  to  annul  a  grant  to 
B.     Chalot  V.  Blanc,  5  M.  354. 

66.  Declarations  made  by  the  payee  of  a  negotiable  note 
while  he  was  the  owner,  are  not  admissible  against  a  subse- 
quent holder  of  the  note  for  value.  Smith  v.  Sohench,  18 
Barb.  344. 

67.  Parol  evidence  to  contradict  a  written  instrument,  by 
showing  that  at  the  time  of  its  execution  one  of  the  parties 
represented  to  the  other  that  it  would  give  to  him  what  the 
writing  distinctly  declared  he  should  not  have,  is  inadmissi- 
ble,    Jarvis  v.  Palmer,  11  Paige,  650. 

68.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  reform  a  contract  so 
as  to  make  it  conform  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  except 
on  the  ground  of  fraud  in  obtaining  it,  in  which  case  the 
fraud  must  be  specially  set  out  in  the  declaration.  Benshaw 
V.  Oans,  7  Barr,  117. 

69.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  the  interest  of 
a  testator  to  have  been  different  from  what  the  words  of  the 
will  import.    Long  v.  Buvall,  6  B.  Mon.  219. 

70.  Evidence  of  conversations  of  the  parties  prior  to  the 
entering  into  a  covenant  of  guaranty  is  not  admissible  to 
show  the  extent  of  the  liability  incurred  by  the  covenant. 
EUmaTcer  v.  FranTdin  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  5  Barr,  183. 

71.  It  is  not  competent  at  law  to  show  that  a  deed,  absolute 
on  its  face,  is,  in  fact,  a  mortgage.  Hogel  v.  Lindell,  10  Mis.  483. 
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72.  The  parol  declarations  of  a  person  having  title  to  land 
are  inadmissible  as  evidence  to  defeat  that  title.  Jackson^. 
Gary,  16  Johns.  302. 

73.  Parol  declarations  are  inadmissible  to  prove  or  dis- 
prove title,  or  a  disclaimer  of  title  in  lands.  Jackson  v. 
Miller,  6  Cowen,  751. 

74.  Where  the  law  requires  the  return  of  an  officer  to  be 
in  writing,  the  whole  of  the  return  must  be  in  writing,  and 
parol  evidence  will  not  be  admitted  to  contradict  or  explain 
it.  Purrington  v.  Loring,  7  Mass.  388  ;  Winslow  v.  Loring, 
7  Mass.  393  ;  Wellington  v.  Gale,  13  Mass.  483. 

75.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  when  offered  to  show 
that  a  written  mortgage  of  a  chattel  was  intended  to  consti- 
tute a  mere  pledge.  Whitney  v.  Lowell,  33  Maine,  (3  Red.) 
318. 

76.  In  an  action  on  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  record  of 
another  state,  where  the  transcript  of  the  judgment  shows 
personal  service  on  and  appearance  to  the  action,  by  the  de- 
fendant, he  cannot  contradict  the  record,  in  these  respects,  by 
parol  evidence.     May  v.  Jameson,  6  Eng.  368. 

77.  Parol  proof  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  one  who 
signed  a  note  as  surety,  undertook  only  a  limited  responsi- 
bility.    Norton  v.  Goons,  2  Selden,  (K  Y.)  33. 

78.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  a  legacy 
was  intended  as  satisfaction  of  a  debt.  Owens  v.  Sinvpson, 
5  Pick.  405. 

79.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  the  contents  of 
a  will.     Thomasson  v.  Drishell,  13  Geo.  253. 

80.  If  a  written  warranty  exists,  an  express  parol  warranty, 
varying  from  it,  is  inadmissible.  Smith  v.  MoCall,  1  M'Cord, 
220. 

81.  Parol  evidence  of  oral  alterations  in  written  instruc- 
tions for  a  sale,  is  inadmissible.  Pew  v.  Livaudais,  3  Lou. 
460. 

82.  Where  a  written  instrument  is  insufficient,  per  se,  to 
establish  a  sale  of  real  property,  parol  evidence  is  inadmis- 
sible to  supply  the  deficiency.    Allison  v.  Fox,  5  Lou.  460. 

83.  The  determination  of  a  board  of  health,  as  to  a  building 
complained  of  as  a  nuisance,  are  judicial,  and  must  be  in 
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writing,  and  therefore  cannot  be  proven  by  parol.     Meeker 
V.  Yan  Rensselaer,  15  Wend.  307. 

84.  Tlie  reduction  of  a  business  contract  to  writing  pre- 
cludes each  party  from  proving  its  particular  provisions  by 
showing  what  the  negotiation  was,  which  terminated  in  the 
writing.    Palmer  v.  Fogg,  35  Maine,  (5  Eed.)  368. 

85.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  enlarge  or  vary  the 
terms  of  a  charter-party.  The  Eli  Whitney,  1  Blatchf.  Ct. 
Ot.  360. 

86.  Parol  evidence  cannot  be  received  to  give  the  effect 
of  a  mortgage  to  a  bill  of  sale,  absolute  in  its  form,  though 
not  under  seal.     Bryant  v.  Oroshy,  36  Maine,  (1  Heath,)  562. 

87.  "Where  a  writing  was  signed,  which  stated  that  a  sale 
had  been  made,  and  described  the  article  sold,  and  the  price 
and  terms  of  credit,  it  was  held  to  be  the  written  contract 
of  sale,  and  that  representations  in  letters,  written  before  the 
making  of  the  contract,  and  not  referred  to  therein,  could 
not  be  received  to  prove  a  warranty.  Airey  v.  The  Brig  Ann 
0.  Pratt,  1  Curtis  Ct.  Ct.  395. 

88.  Where  a  contract  must  be  in  writing  to  render  it  bind- 
iag,  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  such  writing  is  inad- 
missible.    Northrujp  v.  Jackson,  13  Wend.  85. 

89.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  where  it  appears  that 
there  is  written  evidence  to  the  same  point  within  the  power 
of  the  party  to  produce.     Rinaldi  v.  Pives,  1  Stew.  174. 

90.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  prove  that  one  set 
of  written  instructions  superseded  another  set  of  written  in- 
structions.   Bunlqp  V.  Muroe,  7  Cranch,  242. 

91.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  prove  any  contract 
different  from  the  written  agreement.  Falconer  v.  Garrison, 
1  M'Cord,  209. 

92.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contradict,  alter  or 
vary  a  written  instrument.  Perrinev.  Cheeseman,  6Halst.  174. 

93.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  explain  a  written 
agreement.     Bennett  v.  HuUbard,   Minor,  270. 

94.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  vary  the  terms  of  a 
written  contract.     Phillips  v.  Keener,  2  Overt.  329. 

95.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contradict  a  written 
agreement.    Woodruff  v.  Frost,  1  Penn.  342. 
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96.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  a  note, 
absolute  on  its  face,  was  given  with  an  understanding  that  it 
was  to  be  void  upon  the  happening  of  a  certain  contingency. 
Erwin  v.  Saunders,  1  Cowen,  249. 

97.  Parol  evidence,  that  promissory  notes  were  given  on 
condition  that  the  principal  should  not  be  called  for  while 
the  interest  was  punctually  paid,  was  held  to  be  inadmissible. 
Trustees  of  the  Church,  c&c,  in  Hanson  v.  Stetson,  5  Pick. 
606. 

98.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that,  in  a  re- 
lease of  all  demands,  a  particular  debt  was  not  intended  to 
be  included.     Pierson  v.  Hooker,  3  Johns.  68. 

99.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that,  in  writing 
a  deed,  the  scrivener,  by  mistake,  inserted  the  words,  "  the 
north  half  of,"  immediately  preceding  the  number  of  the  lot. 
Lincoln  v.  Avery,  1  Fairf.  418. 

100.  A.paper  purporting  to  be  a  receipt,  but  containing 
in  fact  a  complete  contract  between  the  parties,  cannot  be 
explained  by  parol,  as  can  mere  receipts.  Stone  v.  Yance,  6 
Ham.  246. 

101.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  by  mis- 
take the  terms  of  a  note  varied  from  the  agreement  made. 
Bradley  v.  Anderson,  5  Yt.  152. 

102.  Parol  proof  to  show  that  a  deed  of  conveyance,  abso- 
lute on  its  face,  was  intended  only  as  a  security  for  money 
lent,  is  not  admissible.     Hale  v.  Jewell,  7  Greenleaf,  435. 

103.  Where  a  release  from  all  debts  under  seal  is  absolute 
and  unequivocal  in  terms,  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to 
vary  or  explain  it.  Deland  v.  Am,eshury  Man.  Co.,  1  Pick.  244. 

104.  If  a  bill  of  sale  show  that  property  was  bought  for 
three  certain  notes  of  a  stated  amount,  the  vendee  cannot,  by 
parol  evidence,  show  that  a  note  of  a  diflerent  amount,  and 
dated  before  the  sale,  was  given  as  part  of  the  purchase 
money.    Harrison  v.  Laverty,  8  M.  216. 

105.  Parol  proof  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  the  husband 
authorized  the  wife  to  form  a  contract  of  partnership,  by  the 
terms  of  which  some  of  the  partners  sold  to  others  land  and 
slaves,  and  made  them  joint  property  of  the  concern.  Richard 
V.  Bird,  4  Lou.  308. 
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106.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  that  plaintiff 
was  the  owner  of  the  land  in  dispute,  and  leased  it  to  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  latter  committed  a  fraiid  in  convert- 
ing it  to  his  possession.  It  would  tend  to  make  out  a  title 
to  real  estate  by  parol.     Metoyer  v.  Larenandiere,  6  K.  139. 

107.  Title  to  real  property  can  neither  be  destroyed  nor 
created  by  parol.  White  v.  Holsten,  4  M.  475  ;  Freret  v. 
Meux,  9  E.  414  ;  Bradford  v.  OooTc,  4  An.  229. 

108.  Parol  evidence  cannot  be  received  to  show  the 
emancipation  of,  or  an  agreement  to  emancipate  a  slave. 
Beard  v.  Poydras,  4  M.  363  ;  liosine  v.  Bonnabel,  5  E. 
163. 

109.  It  is  conclusi/oely  presumed,  where  there  is  a  written 
agreement,  that  the  whole  engagement  of  the  parties,  and 
the  extent  and  manner  of  their  undertaking,  were  reduced 
to  writing ;  and,  therefore,  parol  evidence  of  prior  parol 
promises  cannot  be  received,  although  one  of  the  parties  may 
have  been  grossly  deceived  by  verbal  promises,  on  the  part 
of  the  other,  which  have  not  been  performed.  Speckels  v. 
Sax,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  253. 

110.  The  deed  of  a  married  woman  is  wholly  inoperative, 
unless  she  make  the  proper  acknowledgment,  and  the  ofiScer's 
certificate  is  the  only  proper  evidence  of  the  fact.  A  defect 
in  the  certificate  cannot  be  supplied  by  parol.  Elwood  v. 
Klock,  13  Barb.  50. 

111.  A  simulated  contract,  not  fraudulent,  cannot  be  proved 
by  parol  as  between  the  parties;  and  if  fraudulent  as  to 
both,  the  law  gives  no  action  to  enforce  such  contracts. 
DelaJwusmye  v.  Davis,  19  Lou.  409. 

112.  The  proper  evidence  of  a  sale  by  the  sheriff,  of  im 
movables,  is  his  deed ;  the  sale  cannot  be  established  by 
parol.    Dufour  v.  Camfranc,  11  M.  676. 

113.  O.  signed  a  contract  in  his  own  name  as  principal. 
It  is  not  competent  to  prove  by  parol  that  he  acted  as  agent 
for  A.  in  signing  it,  either  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  him 
or  for  the  purpose  of  charging  A.  Fenly  v.  Stewa/rt,  5 
Sandf.  101. 

114.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  besides 
the  price  stipulated  in  an  act  of  sale,  purchaser  was  to  pay 
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another  and  further  sum.     Clark  v.  Farmr,  3  M.  250 ;  Hart 
V.  Clarlc,  6  M.  614. 

115.  Parol  proof  by  a  ship-owner  to  vary  the  voyage  de- 
scribed in  the  shipping  articles,  is  not  admissible  in  an  action 
in  rem  by  the  seamen  for  their  wages.  The  Triton^  1  Blatch- 
ford  &  Howland,  282. 

116.  The  assignee  of  a  lease,  who  accepts  the  assignment 
and  takes  possession,  cannot  prove  by  parol  that  the  lessee 
agreed  to  pay  the  rent,  because  that  would  contradict  the 
legal  effect  of  the  instrument.  Graves  v.  Porter,  11  Barb. 
692. 

117.  Gr.  received  from  F.,  his  debtor,  the  note  of  a  third 
person,  for  less  than  the  debt,  and  gave  him  a  receipt  for  it, 
expressed  to  be  "on  account,  without  recourse."  Held,  that 
the  receipt  included  a  contract,  and  that  oral  evidence  of  a 
simultaneous  parol  agreement,  that  the  note  should  not  be 
absolute  payment,  was  inadmissible.  Ora/ves  v.  Friend,  5 
Sandf.  568. 

118.  Where  a  complaint  sets  up  an  agreement  for  the  sale 
and  purchase,  the  ;^laintiff,  to  sustain  his  complaint,  can  only 
prove  the  agreement  by  evidence,  which  shows  a  legal,  valid 
agreement ;  evidence  of  a  parol  agreement  is  inadmissible. 
Reynolds  v.  DunTiirh  and  State  Line  R.  B.,  17  Barb.  614. 

119.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  a  re- 
ceipt of  a  sum  in  full,  of  damages,  was  given  upon  a  condi- 
tion not  expressed  in  it,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  rid  of  the 
effect  of  the  receipt.     Coon  v.  Knap,  4  Selden,  (JST.  T.)  402. 

120.  A  bill  of  lading  is  only  jprima  facie  evidence  of  the 
truth  of  its  contents,  as  between  the  parties,  and  may  be  con- 
tradicted by  parol  testimony.  KirTcman  v.  Bowman,  8  E. 
246. 

121.  Correspondence  between  the  parties  to  an  agreement, 
bearing  date  prior  to  the  agreement,  is  inadmissible,  (the 
date  being  unimpeached,)  in  explanation  of  the  written  con- 
tract.    Coons  V.  Chambers,  1  Abbott,  165. 

122.  Where  a  bill  of  lading  stated  an  agreement  to  carry 
certain  lumber  from  Providence  to  California,  at  the  rate  of 
$48  per  thousand  for  clapboards,  and  $70  per  thousand  feet 
for  joist,  parol  evidence  was  held  to  be  inadmissible  to  prove 
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that  these  rates  were  to  be  demanded  if  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  himber  should  amount  to  so  much,  but  if  not,  that 
the  charge  for  freight  should  not  exceed  the  sum  realised  by 
the  sale.     Oardvner  v.  Chase,  2  K.  I.  112. 

123.  In  an  action  for  damages  for  embezzling  goods  on 
board  of  a  vessel,  the  invoice  is  inadmissible  to  charge  the 
master.     Watson  v.  Totes,  10  M.  688. 

124.  Where  the  delivery  was  to  the  party,  parol  evidence 
is  inadmissible  to  prove  that  it  was  conditional  and  not  ab- 
solute.    Worrall  v.  Munn,  1  Selden,  (N.  Y.)  229. 

125.  Parol  proof  of  a  fact,  of  which  written  evidence  must 
exist,  as  of  a  mortgage,  is  inadmissible.  Union  Ba/nh  v. 
EUis,  3  An.  188. 

126.  Parol  contemporaneous  evidence  is  inadmissible  to 
contradict  or  vary  the  terms  of  a  valid  written  instrument. 
Phil.  Ev.  753. 

127.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  either  the 
sale  of  a  slave,  or  acknowledgments  tending  to  show  the  rati- 
fication of  an  unauthorized  sale  of  a  slave.  Sudnall  v. 
Watt  (&  De  SauUes,  8  An.  6. 

128.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  the  declara- 
tions of  a  surety,  made  at  the-  time  of  his  signing  the  note, 
but  out  of  the  presence  of  his  co-surety,  the  object  of  which 
was  to  show  what  the  surety  supposed  was  the  nature  of  his 
obligation.     Oosserand  v.  Laoour,  8  An.  88. 

129.  Oral  evidence  cannot  be  admitted  in  a  court  of  law 
to  show  that  a  deed,  absolute  on  its  face,  was,  in  fact,  intended 
as  a  mortgage,  and  it  seems  that  it  is  admitted  in  equity 
only  in  case  of  accident,  mistake  and  fraud.  Webh  v.  Bice, 
6  Hill,  219. 

130.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  qualify  the  liability 
of  sureties  to  each  other.  From  the  execution  of  the  note 
by  them  there  arose  an  implied  obligation  between  them  to 
share  the  burthen  equally,  and  parol  evidence  is  no  more 
admissible  to  contradict  what  is  implied  from  a  written  con- 
tract than  to  contradict  its  express  conditions.  Norton  v. 
Coons,  2  Selden,  (N.  T.)  38. 

131.  A  justice  of  the  peace  cannot  be  permitted  to  give 
parol  evidence  of  what  took  place  before  him.    But  if  his 
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docket  afterwards  be  given  in  evidence,  the  error  will  be 
cured.    Smith  v.  Compton,  20  Barb.  262. 

132.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  contradict  the 
docket  of  a  justice.    11. 

138.  A  consent  of  the  parties,  in  presence  of  the  justice, 

that  a  cause  shall  be  submitted  to  the  justice  conditionally 

with  a  reservation  to  the  plaintiff  of  liberty  to  withdraw  the 

suit,  is  binding  on  the  parties,  and  if  entered  by  the  justice  in 

his  docket,  it  forms  a  part  thereof,  and  it  is  no  more  subject 

to  be  contradicted  than  any  other  part  of  the  docket.    Tb. 

134,  Where,  in  the  margin  of  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a 
ship  at  sea,  it  was  written  that  she  was  spoken  with  on  the 
27th  of  August,  parol  evidence  that  a  memorandum  was 
left  with  the  underwriters,  with  which  it  was  intended  the 
policy  should  conform,  stating  that  she  had  been  spoken  with 
on  the  20th,  and  that  "  27th"  was  inserted  in  the  policy  by 
mistake,  was  held  inadmissible.  Ewer  v.  Washington  Ins. 
Co.,  16  Pick.  502. 

135,  Where  certain  debtors  executed  an  assignment  of 
their  property,  of  every  name  and  nature,  and  referring  to  a 
schedule  annexed,  which  schedule  embraced  all  their  pro- 
perty except  the  household  furniture  of  one  of  the  debtors, 
apon  the  attachment  of  all  the  household  furniture  of  that 
debtor,  it  was  held,  that  parol  evidence  was  inadmissible  to 
show  that  the  assignment  was  intended  to  embrace  the  fur- 
niture in  question.    Driscoll  v.  FisTce,  21  Pick.  503. 

136,  In  an  action  of  debt  on  a  judgment  for  annual  dam- 
ages, rendered  upon  a  complaint  for  flowing  the  plaintiff's 
land,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  prove  that  a  part  of 
the  damages  was  assessed  for  injury  to  land  not  described  in 
the  complaint,  in  which  the  plaintiff  then  had  an  estate,  but 
which  has  since  terminated.     Oay  v.  Welles,  7  Pick,  217 
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1.  The  certificate  of  the  proof  or  acknowledgment  of  a 
deed,  taken  before  a  judge,  being  necessarily  ex  parte,  is  not 
conclusive ;  but  the  party  affected  by  the  deed  may  contest 
its  validity,  and  the  force  and  effect-  of  the  formal  proofs. 
Jackson  v.  SchoonmaTcer,  4  Johns.  161. 

2.  In  an  action,  for  freedom,  a  former  verdict,  finding  the 
mother  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  a  slave,  is  conclusive  evidence 
between  the  plaintiff  and  one  claiming  under  the  defendant 
in  the  former  suit.    Shelton  v.  Barbour,  2  "Wash.  64. 

3.  The  declaration  of  a  person  having  goods  in  her  pos- 
session, that  they  belonged  to  the  plaintiffs,  is  snfiScient  evi- 
dence, in  trover,  of  their  title.  Bradley  v.  Spofford,  3  Fos- 
ter, (IST.  H.)  444. 

4.  "Where  a  party  calls  his  adversary,  and  examines  him 
as  a  witness  against  himself,  the  legislature  must  have  in- 

.  tended,  in  regard  to  the  witnesses  thus  admitted,  to  give  the 
tribunals  that  weigh  their  testimony  a  wide  discretion  as  to 
the  credit  to  be  given  to  them.  Roberta  v.  Oee,  15  Ba,rb.  449. 
6.  In  trespass  by  the  owner  of  a  vessel  against  the  col- 
lector, for  an  iUegal  seizure,  a  sentence  of  restitution  of  such 
vessel,  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  was  held 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  illegality  of  such  seizure.  Hoyt 
V.  Qelston,  13  Johns.  141,  661. 

6.  On  the  trial  of  criminal  cases,  mathematical  or  meta- 
physical certainly,  or  direct  and  irrefragable  evidence  is  not 
necessary ;  all  that  the  law  requires  is  moral  certainty ; 
that  is,  that  the  jury,  whether  the  evidence  be  positive  or 
presumptive,  should  be  satisfied  of  the  defendant's  guilt; 
and  in  such  case,  a  mere  vague  conjecture  or  possibility  of 
his  innocence,  or  any  thing  short  of  a  reasonable  doubt,  wiU 
not  justify  his  acquittal.     Giles  v.  The  State,  6  Geo.  276. 

7.  In  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  of  buildings,  the 
plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  an  award  of  arbitrators,  by  which 
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it  -was  decided  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  him  for 
rent  of  the  same  buildings  at  a  former  time,  and  also  gave 
evidence  that  the  defendant  had  ever  since  continued  to 
occupy  the  buildings.  Held,  that  the  award  was  prima 
facie  evidence,  but  not  conclusive,  that  the  defendant  was  the 
plaintiff's  tenant  during  the  time  for  which  rent  was  Awarded 
to  him  by  the  arbitrators.  Withington  v.  Warren,  12  Met. 
114. 

8.  The  endorsement  of  a  credit  upon  a  note  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  receipt  for  money,  and  is  subject  to  explanation  by  parol ; 
and  if  the  defendant  can  explain  what  it  means,  he  will  be 
entitled  to  its  benefit,  otherwise  it  may  be  rejected  as  a 
nullity.     Gilpatrick  v.  Foster,  12  111.  355. 

9.  The  evidence  of  a  witness  introduced  to  explain  the  date 
of  a  written  agreement,  and  thereby  defeat  a  cause  of  action 
founded  upon  it,  should  be  closely  scrutinized  by  the  court, 
and  where  he  is  contradicted  by  his  own  letter,  previously 
written,  no  weight  should  be  attached  to  his  testimony. 
AJbrams  v.  Pomeroy,  13  111.  133. 

10.  The  bond  and  the  sheriff's  return  are  conclusive  as  to 
the  fact  of  who  was  purchaser  at  a  sale  under  execution ; 
and  evidence  tending  to  show  that  another  was,  or  the  person 
there  stated  to  be  the  purchaser  was  not,  is  inadmissible,  on 
a  motion  to  set  aside  the  sale.    Small  v.  Hogden,  1  Litt.  16. 

11.  If  a  dealer  with  a  bank  sends  his  bank  book  with 
money  to  be  deposited,  and  the  clerk  enters  the  amount  to 
his  credit  in  such  book  at  the  time  the  deposit  is  made,  it  is 
conclusive  on  the  bank.  Manhattan  Company  v.  Lydig,  4 
Johns.  377.  Aliter,  if  the  deposit  is  first  made,  and  the  entry 
is  afterwards  copied  from  the  ledger.    Ih. 

12.  A  foreign  sentence  of  condemnation?  as  good  prize,  is 
not  conclusive  evidence  that  the  legal  title  to  the  property 
was  not  in  a  subject  of  a  neutral  nation.  Maley  v.  Shattuck, 
3  Cranch,  458. 

13.  A  receipt  is  not  conclusive,  even  when  sworn  to  by  the 
subscribing  witness,  and  it  is  always  open  to  explanation  by 
parol.     Cole  v.  Taylor,  2  IST.  J.  59. 

14.  A  written  receipt,  expressing  in  terms  the  manner  in 
which  the  money  is  to  be  appropriated,  cannot,  in  that  re- 
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spect,  be  contradicted  by  oral  testimony,  although  it  seems 
it  would  be  competent  to  prove  a  new  appropriation  of  the 
money.    Egleston  v.  Knickerbocker,  6  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  458. 

15.  Recital,  in  a  statute,  of  a  previous  grant  by  the  state,  is 
sufficient  evidence  of  such  grant  as  against  the  state.  Lord 
V.  Bigtlow,  8  Vt.  460. 

16.  The  judgment  of  a  foreign  court  of  admiralty  is  not 
conclusive  that  the  property  and  owners  are  enemies,  in  a 
suit  between  the  underwriters  and  the  insured.  Bourke  v. 
Gra/riberry,  Gilm.  16. 

17.  If  a  party  admits  proof  to  be  taken  in  a  cause  without 
an  oath,  after  it  has  been  acted  upon  and  made  the  basis  of 
a  judgment,  he  cannot  object  to  its  admissibility.  Nesbitt  v. 
Dallam,  7  Gill  &  Johns.  494. 

18.  In  a  suit  to  charge  A.  as  a  joint  contractor  in  finishing 
a  vessel,  where  it  appeared  that  the  vessel  was  built  and 
finished  upon  the  agreements  and  negotiations  of  B.,  the 
plaintiff  relied  upon  evidence  that  A.  was  at  the  vessel  occa- 
sionally, and  two  or  three  times  gave  directions  as  to  the 
work  and  finishing ;  also,  that  at  his  request,  the  ship-car- 
penter signed  a  certificate  that  she  was  built  for  both,  and 
she  was  enrolled  as  owned  by  both,  it  appearing  that  the 
latter  was  done  to  secure  A.  for  advances  made  to  B.  in 
building  the  vessel.  Held,  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient 
to  establish  a  joint  liability.  Smith  v.  Smith,  1  Sandf.  Sup. 
Ct.  206. 

19.  A  sheriff's  return  to  process  is  jprima  facie  evidence 
only  of  such  official  acts  as  he  is  by  it  required  to  perform, 
and  not  of  matters  which  excuse  their  performance.  [The 
chancellor  dissenting.]^   Browning  v.  Hanford,  5  Denio,  586. 

20.  No  different  proof  of  the  appointment  of  an  officer  in  a 
foreign  country  is  required  from  that  at  home  ;  proof  of  one 
exercising  the  office  de  facto  is  usually  sufficient  in  either 
case.     Spaulding  v.  Vincent,  24  Yt.  (1  Deane,)  501. 

21.  It  is  among  the  strongest  circumstantial  proofs  against  a 
person,  that  he  omits  to  give  evidence  to  repel  circumstances 
of  suspicion  against  him,  which  he  would  have  it  in  his 
power  to  give  if  those  circumstances  of  suspicion  were  un- 
founded.   Black  V.  Wright,  9  Ired.  447. 
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22.  The  sentence  of  a  foreign  court  of  admiralty,  con- 
demning a  vessel  for  breach  of  blockade,  is  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  that  fact  in  an  action  on  the  policy  of  insurance. 
Crondson  v.  Leonard,  4  Cranch,  434. 

23.  In  general,  where  an  instrument  is  proved  so  as  to  be 
read  in  evidence,  every  thing  contained  in  it  is  regarded  as  also 
proved ;  this,  however,  does  not  conclude  the  party  against 
whom  it  is  offered ;  he  may  show  that,  either  through  mistake 
or  design,  it  bears  a  wrong  date.  Pressly  v.  Hunter,  1 
Speers,  133. 

24.  "Where  there  is  a  spark  of  evidence  of  a  fact,  it  ought 
not  to  be  excluded  from  the  jury.  Fitzwater  v.  Stout,  16 
Penn.  State  K.  (4  Harris,)  22. 

25.  In  an  action  of  trover  by  a  sheriff,  his  return  on  the 
execution  was  held  to  be  admissible  on  his  part  to  show  a 
levy,  and-  to  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  that  fact.  Williams 
V.  Eerndon,  12  B.  Mon.  484. 

26.  The  words  used  by  a  witness  are  to  be  taken  in  their 
ordinary  meaning,  and  when  testifying  to  a  fact  necessarily 
within  his  knowledge,  the  evidence  may  go  to  the  jury,  not- 
withstanding he  fails  to  affirm  positively  that  the  thing  is  or 
is  not  so.     Hammock  v.  McBride,  6  Geo.  1Y8. 

27.  If  one  witness,  of  equal  knowledge  and  credibility, 
swears  positively  to  a  fact,  and  many  swear  negatively  that 
they  did  not  see  or  know  the  fact,  the  one  witness  swearing 
positively,  and  not  contradicted,  is  to  be  believed  in  prefer- 
ence to  the  many.     Johnson  v.  The  State,  14  Geo.  55. 

28.  Possession  is^nrnffl/aae  evidence  of  property.  Dram- 
mond  V.  Hojpper,  4  Harringt.  327. 

29.  The  receipt  and  acquittance  of  a  ward,  sealed  and 
acknowledged,  is  conclusive  against  him,  and  cannot  be  cor- 
rected in  an  action  against  the  guardian.  Outten  v.  Knowles, 
4  Harringt.  533. 

30.  "Where  the  issue  before  a  jury  is,  whether  a  party  has 
waived  a  lien  given  him  by  contract  or  operation  of  law,  it 
is  sufficient  if  the  jury  are  satisfied  of  the  fact  from  all  the 
evidence  in  the  case ;  there  need  not  be  positive  and^  direct 
testimony  to  the  fact,  free  from  contradiction.  Williams  v. 
Chapman,  7  Geo.  467. 
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31.  The  court  has  no  right  to  exclude  evidence  for  insuffi- 
ciency.     Winston  v.  Wales,  13  Mis.  569. 

32.  The  characters  "N".  P.,"*following  the  name  of  a  per- 
son signing  the  certificate  of  an  oath,  clearly  indicate  the 
office  of  notary  public.    Rowley  v.  Berrian,  12  111.  198. 

33.  An  account  having  been  sent  to  a  party,  his  agent 
called,  and,  without  objection,  promised  that  it  would  be 
paid  when  money  was  received  by  the  partnership.  Held, 
that  this  was  sufficient  evidence  of  indebtedness  for  the  jury. 
Downing  v.  Lindsay,  2  Barr,  382. 

34.  If  a  party  call  a  witness,  and  examine  him  as  to  a  fact 
which,  if  proved  by  the  opposite  party,  would  not  operate 
to  his  prejudice  unless  established  by  written  testimony,  yet, 
as  against  the  party  who  thus  establishes  it,  it  is  conclusive. 
Boyd  V.  Banta,  C!oxe,  266. 

35.  On  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  court,  it  is  not  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  non-residence  of  a  defendant  that  she  could 
not  be  found  at  her  place  of  residence,  and  that  she  could  not 
be  found  by  diligent  search  for  twenty  days.  Duffy  v.  Mor- 
gan, 2  Sandf  Sup.  Ct.  631. 

36.  Where  evidence  has  been  offered  on  a  trial  and  re- 
jected, in  determining  the  question  submitted  to  the  court, 
the  truth  of  the  facts  offered  to  be  proved  is  to  be  considered 
as  estabhshed.     Oalvin  v.  Thompson,  1  Shep.  367. 

37.  A  judgment  between  the  same  parties,  upon  the  same 
cause  of  action,  is  equally  conclusive  upon  them  in  its  effects 
as  if  it  was  specially  pleaded.     Offut  v.  John,  8  Mis.  120. 

38.  In  a  case  where  the  parties  are  allowed  to  testify,  if 
there  are  no  other  witnesses,  and  the  defendant  denies  on 
oath  all  the  facts  stated  by  the  plaintiff,  it  leaves  the  case  as 
if  no  testimony  had  been  offered  by  the  plaintiff.  Anderson 
V.  Collins,  6  Ala.  783. 

39.  Where  property  is  sold  under  execution  for  less  than 
half  of  its  cash  value  at  the  time,  it  is  a  circumstance  (though 
of  no  very  conclusive  character)  from  which  it  may  be  in- 
ferred that  the  bidders  at  the  sale  were  aware  of  the  fact,  (if 
the  fact  was  so,)  that  the  title  of  the  defendant  in  execution 
was  not  perfect.    Baldwin  v.  JenMns,  23  Miss.  (1  Gush.)  206. 

40.  There  is  no  rule  of  law  which  prevents  a  party  from 
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giving  additional,  confirmatory,  cumulative  and  corroborative 
evidence  of  facts  previously  proved,  or  'which  tends  to 
strengthen,  add  force  or  probability  to  such  evidence.  Myre 
V.  Zudwig,  1  Penn.  State  E.  47. 

41.  A  point  on  which  evidence  has  been  given  on  the 
trial,  but  on  which,  in  consequence  of  what  afterwards  ap- 
pears, the  party  is  not  permitted  to  rely,  is  not  concluded  by 
the  verdict.    Jones  v.  Muldron,  1  Cheves,  254. 

42.  A  receipt  in  full  is  not  conclusive  evidence.  Derrich- 
son  V.  Morris,  2  Harringt.  392 ;  Fitzgibbon  v.  Kinney,  3 
Harringt.  317. 

43.  "Where  there  are  conflicting  statements  in  regard  to 
the  credibility  of  a  witness,  which  are  equally  balanced  for 
and  against  his  credibility,  the  jury  should  throw  out  his 
testimony.     Hay  v.  Donnelly,  4  McLean,  504. 

44.  A  judgment  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  a  special  plea, 
which  contains  matter  that  would  be  good  under  the  general 
issue,  does  not  of  itself  authorize  the  rejection  of  the  same 
matter  as  evidence  to  support  the  general  issue.  Hanrick  v. 
Andrews,  9  Port.  9. 

45.  "Where  there  is  leave  to  give  special  matter  in  evi- 
dence, under  a  general  issue,  the  evidence  must  be  such  as 
would  constitute  a  bar,  formally  pleaded.  Bagby  v.  Lewis, 
2  Monroe,  76. 

46.  It  is  not  error  for  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that 
they  may  judge  of  the  weight  to  be  given  to  a  witness'  testi- 
mony from  his  manner  of  testifying.  Brown  v.  Stacy,  5 
Pike,  403. 

47.  The  "  impressions"  of  a  witness,  if  it  be  understood 
that  the  fact  is  impressed  upon  his  memory,  but  that  his  re- 
collection does  not  rise  to  positive  assurance,  are  admissible 
in  evidence  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  ;  but  if  they  are 
not  derived  from  a  recollection  of  the  fact,  and  are  so  slight 
that  it  may  have  been  derived  from  the  information  of  others, 
or  some  unwarrantable  deduction  of  the  mind,  they  are  not 
admissible.     Clark  v.  Bigelow,  4  Shep.  246. 

48.  If  a  witness  state  his  impressions,  and  they  are  not 
excepted  to,  nor  any  charge  requested  with  respect  to  such 
testimony,  there  is  no  question  raised  on  the  record,  although 
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belief  merely  is  not  evidence.    Longford  v.  Gvmvmmgs^  4 
Ala.  46. 

49.  An  agreement  in  writing,  made  in  term  time,  and  en- 
titled in  the  cause,  will  be  held  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
fact  therein  admitted.  Bwbank  v.  Bochmgham  Ins.  Co.,  4 
Foster,  (IST.  H.)  550. 

50.  Claiming  a  credit  as  to  one  item  of  an  account,  and 
remaining  silent  as  to  the  rest,  is  a  strong  circumstantial 
proof  of  the  correctness  of  the  rest.  Crodghead  v.  State  Bcmk, 
1  Meigs,  .199. 

51.  If  a  defendant,  in  testifying  as  a  witness,  states  that  he 
has  no  knowledge  of  a  part  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim,  this  is  not 
an  acknowledgment  of  the  correctness  of  the  claim,  and  he 
cannot  recover  for  that  part  without  further  proof.  Clayjpool 
V.  Miller,  4  Blackf.  163. 

62.  In  a  several  action  against  one,  if  the  declaration 
alleges  the  instrument  declared  on  to  have  been  made  by 
several,  the  execution  of  the  instrument  by  the  defendant 
only  need  be  proved.    Stone  v.  Gover,  1  Ala.  287. 

53.  The  practice  of  excluding  evidence  by  the  force  of 
counteracting  evidence  is  erroneous.  Cutrimings  v.  Pvmr 
mmgs,  5  "Watts  &  Serg.  553. 

64.  It  is  not  error  for  a  judge  to  instruct  the  jury  that, 
unless  the  evidence  predominates  for  the  plaintiff,  they  must 
find  for  the  defendant.    Lindsey  v.  Perry,  1  Ala.  203. 

55.  Where  there  is  conflicting  testimony  upon  a  point,  the 
decision  must,  in  aU  cases,  be  left  to  the  jury.  Vaughn  v. 
Wood,  5  Ala.  304. 

66.  In  case  of  a  conflict  of  testimony,  the  greater  weight 
should  be  given  to  the  testimony  of  those  witnesses  whose 
position  gave  them  the  best  opportunity  for  observation. 
Barrett  v.  Williamson,  4  McLean,  689. 

57.  The  jury  are  to  be  governed  by  the  testimony  in  a  case 
only  so  far  as  they  believe  it.  In  assessing  damages,  where 
they  have  both  the  facts  and  the  testimony  of  witnesses  as  to 
the  damage  resulting  from  those  facts,  the  jury  are  not  bound 
by  the  testimony,  but  may  exercise  their  own  opinions  in 
assessing  the  damage.    Biee  v.  Oove,  22  Pick.  158. 

58.  Insufficiency  of  evidence  is  not  ground  of  rejection, 
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but  only  for  asking  direction  as  to  its  effect.    Mardis  v. 
8hac1cleferd,  4  Ala.  493. 

59.  To  the  jury  belongs  the  province  of  judging  of  the 
credibility  of  witnesses,  and  ascertaining  the  truth  of  con- 
tested statements;  yet  this  must  be  done  by  a  deliberate 
examination  of  the  weight  of  the  respective  characters  of  the 
witnesses,  and  the  consistency  and  probability  of  their  state- 
ments, and  not  by  experiments,  such  as  sending  the  constable 
out  of  the  room,  closing  the  door,  and  then  talking,  with  a 
view  to  ascertain  whether  their  voices  could  be  heard  out  of 
doors,  or,  running,  with  a  view  to  ascertain  whether  their 
tracks  would  be  longer  or  shorter  than  when  walking,  and 
the  like.    Jim  v.  The  /State,  i  Humph.  289. 

60.  It  is  not  a  valid  objection  to  the  admission  of  evidence 
of  a  claim  that  it  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
Finney  v.  Cochrcm,  1  "Watts  &  Serg.  112. 

61.  It  is  error  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  defendant  can- 
not recover  unless  his  evidence  in  the  case  preponderates ; 
if  the  evidence  be  equipoised,  the  defendant  should  succeed. 
Wall  V.  Hill,  1  B.  Mon.  290. 

62.  In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  a  condemnation 
of  the  property  insured,  by  a  foreign  court  of  vice-admiralty, 
as  property  of  the  enemies  of  that  country,  is  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  breach  of  warranty  of  neutrality.  Groning 
V.  Union  Ins  Co.,  1  Nott  &  M'Oord,  537. 

63.  A  verdict,  on  which  a  judgment  is  rendered,  is  con- 
clusive evidence  in  any  subsequent  suit  between  the  same 
parties,  or  their  privies,  the  same  point  being  in  question, 
though  the  lands,  or  other  things  in  controversy,  be  not  the 
same.     Preston  v.  Harvey,  2  H.  &  M.  55. 

64.  A  witness  who  testifies  generally  that  a  party  did  not 
receive  value  for  the  transfer  of  a  promissory  note,  without 
limitation  or  qualification  as  to  the  witness'  knowledge,  or 
as  to  time  or  place,  is  a  negative  witness ;  and  he  is  not  to 
be  believed  in  preference  to  a  witness  who  swears  affirma- 
tively that  such  party  did  receive  value  for  the  transfer  of 
the  note.    Matthews  v.  Poythress,  4  Geo.  287. 

65.  The  proofs  in  an  action  by  partners  against  an  inn- 
keeper, for  the  loss  of  goods,  (adduced  to  establish  that  one 


252  CONCLUSIVENESS   OF   PEOOF. 

of  the  plaintiffs  was  a  guest  of  the  defendant;  that  the  goods 
alleged  to  have  been  lost  were  delivered  at  the  hotel ;  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  jointly  interested  in  them  ;  and  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  their  nature  and  value,)  stated,  and  their  sufficiency 
considered.  Affirmative  evidence  is  properly  deemed  of  greater 
weight  than  negative  testimony.  Needles  v.  Howard^  1 
Smith's  0.  P.  E.  54. 

66.  A  decree  of  a  foreign  court  of  admiralty,  condemning 
a  vessel  as  good  and  lawful  prize,  without  assigning  the 
grounds  of  that  decision,  is  not  conclusive  evidence,  in  an 
action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  of  the  violation  of  the  war- 
ranty of  neutrality.  Bcdley  v.  S.  O.  Ins.  Co.,  Const.  Eep. 
381. 

67.  The  return  of  commissioners,  upon  an  estate  repre- 
sented as  insolvent,  is  conclusive  against  creditors.  Canon  v. 
Abbot,  1  Eoot,  251. 

68.  It  is  no  error  for  the  court  to  charge  that  "  the  sayings 
of  a  tenant  against  his  landlord,  and  in  his  absence,  when 
compared  with  their  contract,  is  the  weakest  sort  of  testi- 
mony."   Beverly  v.  Burke,  14  Geo.  70. 

69.  The  decree  of  a  court  of  probate,  establishing  a  will 
containing  a  devise  of  real  estate,  is  conclusive  upon  the  heirs 
of  the  devisor  until  set  aside  upon  appeal.  Judson  v.  Lake, 
3  Day,  318. 

70.  The  sentence  of  an  admiralty  court  is  not  conclusive 
where  it  is  too  ambiguous  and  obscure  to  enable  the  court  to 
ascertain,  with  sufficient  precision,  on  what  ground  the  de- 
cree was  founded.     Cray  v.  Swan,  1  Har.  &  J.  142. 

71.  The  disallowance  of  a  claim,  before  the  commissioners 
of  an  insolvent  estate,  is  final  and  conclusive  as  to  the  credit- 
or.    Caldwell  V.  Smith,  2  Eoot,  187. 

•  72.  The  date  of  a  writ  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
time  when  it  was  sued  out,  so  as  to  affect  a  plea  of  the 
statute  of  limitations.    Johnson  v.  Farwell,  7  Greenleaf,  370. 

73.  The  date  attached  to  an  officer's  return  is  not  to  be 
taken  as  evidence  that  the  notice  was  given  on  the  day  of  the 
date,  wliere  that  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  return  itself. 
Thayer  v.  Steams,  1  Pick.  109. 

74.  A  decree  of  the  judge  of  probate,  not  appealed  from, 
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in  a  matter  of  which  he  has  jurisdiction,  is  conclusive  upon 
all  persons.    PotUr  v.  Well,  2  Greenleaf,  25T. 

T5.  The  deputy  sheriff  returned  an  execution  satisfied  in 
part.  Held,  in  the  plaintiff's  action  against  the  sheriff  for 
the  money,  that  the  return  was  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
amount  made,  and  that  the  deputy's  testimony  to  contradict 
it  was  inadmissible.  Sheldon  v.  Payne,  3  Selden,  (E".  Y.) 
453. 

76.  K  notice  to  the  parties  to  the  suit  appear,  by  the 
record  of  the  court  which  has  passed  judgment  in  such  suit, 
to  have  been  legally  given,  the  fact  of  such  notice  having 
been  so  given  is  conclusively  established,  and  cannot  be  con- 
tradicted. Sargecmt  v.  State  Panic,  of  Indiana,  4  McLean, 
339. 

77.  Under  the  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  contracts  or  agree- 
ments relative  to  personal  property,  or  for  the  payment  of 
money,  above  five  hundred  dollars  in  value,  must  be  proved 
by  at  least  one  credible  witness,  and  other  corroborating  cir- 
cumstances.   McCrea  v.  Marshall,  1  An.  29. 

78.  No  evidence  can  be  received,  contradictory  to  the  cer- 
tificate, for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  attestation  is  not 
in  due  form.    Ferguson  v.  Harwood,  7  Cranch,  408. 

79.  Li  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  the  fact  that 
the  jury  convicted  the  plaintiff,  in  the  prosecution  alleged  to 
have  been  malicious,  is  conclusive  evidence  of  probable 
cause.    Miller  v.  Peeve,  2  Abbott,  1. 

80.  Mere  possession  of  personal  property  is  evidence  of 
ownership,  and,  in  the  absence  of  contrary  evidence,  is  to  be 
held  conclusive.  Hermits  of  St.  Augustin  v.  The  County, 
Bright,  116. 

81.  The  recital,  in  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  of  the 
age  of  the  apprentice,  is  ovlj  j>rima  facie  evidence,  and  may 
be  rebutted.    Prew  v.  Peckwell,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  408. 

82.  On  arriving  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  the  apprentice, 
notwithstandiog  such  erroneous  recital,  may  also  elect  to 
abandon  the  contract  or  not ;  and  leaving  his  master's  ser- 
vice is  evidence  of  his  election.  The  master  has  then  no 
right  to  his  service,  nor  to  his  wages,  if  employed  by  others. 
II. 
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83.  The  defendant,  in  a  suit  brought  by  the  master  for  the 
services  of  an  apprentice,  may  prove  that  the  latter,  when 
such  services  were  rendered,  had  attained  his  majority,  al- 
though the  fact  may  appear  otherwise  by  an  error  in  the  in- 
dentures.   Ih. 

84.  Evidence,  to  be  admissible,  need  not  afford  full  proof 
of  the  fact  which  it  is  offered  to  establish ;  but  it  is  sufficient 
if  it  conduces,  in  any  reasonable  degree,  to  prove  that  fact, 
Belden  v.  Lmnh,  17  Conn.  441. 

85.  Where  one  witness  testifies  positively  to  a  fact,  and  an- 
other witness  of  equal  credibility  contradicts  it,  the  jury  are 
not  to  be  instructed,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the  fact  is  not 
proved.    Johnson  v.  Whidden,  32  Maine,  (2  Eed.)  230. 

86.  A  confession  of  the  defendant,  that  he  had  been  served 
with  a  subpoena,  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of  that  fact.  Has- 
Irouck  V.  Baker^  10  Johns.  248. 

8T.  The  settlements  made  by  an  officer  with  a  court  are  not 
conclusive  against  his  sureties,  but  may  be  explained  or  dis- 
proved by  them.  Nolley  v.  Callaway  County  Court,  11  Mis. 
447. 

88.  It  is  competent  for  the  jury  to  weigh  and  consider  the 
testimony  of  a  witness,  and  give  it  the  weight  to  which  it  is 
entitled,  although  he  may  be  proved  to  have  sworn  falsely 
in  some  part  of  his  evidence.    Senter  v.  Carr,  15  N.  H.  35. 

89.  If  the  items  of  an  account  are  not  charged  in  the  order 
of  their  dates,  it  would  at  most  be  a  circumstance  whose 
weight  must  be  determined  by  the  jury.  Boss  v.  Pearson, 
21  Ala.  473. 

90.  Words  used  by  one  person  are  not  evidence  against 
another,  unless  they  are  engaged  in  a  common  occupation, 
and  then  they  are  not  conclusive.  Commcmwealth  v.  Eherle, 
3  Serg.  &  Eawle,  9.  • 

91.  Where  a  note  is  offered  in  evidence,  in  connection  with 
a  mortgage,  it  is  not  necessary  that  all  the  particulars  of  it 
should  be  specified  in  the  condition  of  the  mortgage,  in  order 
to  identify  it  as  the  note  intended  to  be  secured  thereby. 
Bolertson  v.  StarTi,  15  N.  H.  109. 

92.  The  recital,  in  a  deed  made  under  an  order  for  parti- 
tion, of  the  term  when  the  order  is  made,  is  not  conclusive  as 
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to  that  fact,  biit  may  be  explained  by  other  evidence.    Glover 
V.  Ruffin,  6  Ham.  255. 

93.  An  officer's  return,  on  a  precept,  that  he  has  attached 
personal  property,  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  taking,  in 
an  action  against  him  by  the  owner.  Boynton  v.  Willard, 
10  Pick.  166. 

94.  The  voluntary  acts  and  representations  of  a  married 
woman,  made  with  the  intent  to  deceive,  and  which  do  de- 
ceive others  to  their  prejudice,  will  be  binding  upon  her. 
Cravens  v.  Booth,  8  Texas,  243. 

95.  Where  there  have  been  no  pre-existing  mutual  accounts 
or  dealings  between  parties,  a  statement,  furnished  by  one 
to  the  other,  and  retained  without  objection,  and  a  receipt 
given  by  the  party  receiving  the  statement,  for  a  payment 
on  account  of  the  balance  exhibited  by  such  statement,  are 
not  evidence  of  the  correctness  of  such  statement  against 
the  party  receiving  it  and  giving  the  receipt.  Mellon  v. 
Campbell,  11  Penn.  State  E.  (1  Jones,)  415. 

96.  The  legal  sufficiency  of  evidence  is  a  question  of  law, 
of  which  the  court  are  exclusive  judges.  Cla/rke  v.  Marriott, 
9  Gill,  331. 

97.  Where  the  original  execution  upon  which  a  levy  had 
been  made  was  lost,  and  the  Supreme  Court,  from  which  it 
issued,  ordered,  on  motion,  that  a  new  one  like  the  original 
be  issued  as  a  substitute  therefor  ;  that  the  sheriff's  certificate 
of  the  levy  be  endorsed  thereon ;  and  that  such  substituted 
execution  and  certificate  have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  the 
original  would  have ;  and  a  new  execution  was  issued  and 
endorsed  accordingly ;  it  was  held,  that  the  same  was  admis- 
sible as  primary  evidence  to  prove  and  justify  the  levy ;  and 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  show  the  loss  of  the  original,  as 
if  it  were  secondary  evidence.    Burhle  v.  Luce,  1  Comst.  163. 

98.  When  there  is  a  conflict  in  the  testimony  of  two  wit. 
nesses  which  cannot  be  reconciled,  regard  must  be  had,  in 
determining  which  one  is  mistaken,  to  the  capacity  of  the 
witnesses,  their  respective  opportunities  of  knowing  the  facts 
to  which  they  depose,  and  the  nature  of  the  facts  deposed  to, 
as  calculated  to  impress  themselves  with  more  or  less  force 
on  the  memory.    Hitt  v.  Bush,  22  Ala.  563. 
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99.  In  a  proceeding  against  a  sheriff  and  his  sureties  for 
the  sheriff's  neglect  of  duty,  it  was  held,  that  it  was  not  ne- 
cessary that  the  jury  should  be  satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  in  respect  to  the  plaintiff's  case,  but  they  should  find 
according  to  the  preponderance  of  proof.  Casky  t.  Havir 
land,  13  Ala.  314. 

100.  In  an  action  by  one  part-owner  of  a  vessel  against 
his  co-owner  to  recover  for  a  share  of  supplies  furnished  to 
the  vessel,  the  admission  of  the  defendant,  made  after  he  had 
sold  his  share  of  the  vessel,  that  the  bill  for  supplies  pre- 
sented to  him  was  correct,  is  sufficient  to  maintain  the  action, 
in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  of  other  outstanding  demands 
between  the  parties  unadjusted.  McLellan  v.  Longfellow, 
U  Maine,  (4  Red.)  552. 

101.  Where  the  testimony  of  several  witnesses  in  regard 
to  the  amount  of  rent  which  ought  to  be  paid  is  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  require  it  to  be  averaged,  the  aggregate  amount 
ought  to  be  ascertained  by  adding  together  the  estimate  of 
each  and  every  witness  who  testified  thereto,  notwithstanding 
some  of  them  concur  in  amount,  and  dividing  the  sum  thus 
obtained  by  the  entire  number  of  witnesses.  Jones  v.  Jones, 
4  Gill,  87. 

102.  The  fact  that  a  person  injured  by  a  defect  in  the 
highway  knew  of  such  defect,  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of 
negligence  ;  and  his  omission  to  give  notice  of  it  to  the  town 
will  not  remove  its  liability  for  his  injury.  JSeed  v.  North- 
field,  13  Pick.  94. 

103.  An  omission  to  state  facts  proving  fraud,  before  arbi- 
trators, was  held  not  to  be  strong  evidence  to  rebut  the  pre- 
sumption of  such  fraud.     Clark  v.  Partridge,  2  Barr,  13. 

104.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  rail-road  stock 
alleged  to  have  been  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant, 
or  damages  for  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  fulfil  a 
contract  for  the  purchase  thereof,  a  certificate  of  the  proper 
rail-road  officer,  setting  forth,  in  the  usual  form,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  the  owner  of  the  shares,  is  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  transfer  of  those  shares  to  the  defendant.  Thompson 
v.  Alger,  12  Met.  428. 

105.  The  return  of  an  official  bond  to  the  principal  obligor 
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by  the  postmaster-general,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an 
additional  surety,  affords  no  proof  that  it  had  not  been  ac- 
cepted, nor  does  it  amount  either  to  a  surrender  or  cancelling 
of  it.     Postmaster-General  v.  Iforvel,  Gilpin,  106. 

106.  Testimony  taken  ex  parte  is  to  be  received  with  the 
greatest  caution.  American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  1  Blatch- 
ford  &  Howland,  9. 

107.  Proof  of  a  defendant's  saying,  when  the  writ  was 
served  on  him,  that  it  was  a  just  debt,  and  that  he  would 
pay  it  before  he  left  town,  is  too  vague  for  a  jury  to  find  a 
verdict  on,  if  no  sum  certain  was  mentioned.  Harrison  v. 
M' Kinney,  2  Bay,  412. 

108.  If  the  credit  side  of  an  account  is  taken  to  charge 
the  person  who  delivered  it,  the  items  on  the  debit  side  must 
be  admitted  as  proved  by  the  account.  Morris  v.  Hurst,  1 
Wash.  C.  0.  433. 

109.  Where  an  action  has  been  brought  for  the  disturbance 
of  a  certain  right,  and  a  verdict  obtained  by  the  plaintiff 
under  the  general  issue,  and  another  action  is  brought  by 
him  against  the  defendant  for  a  subsequent  disturbance  of 
the  same  right,  to  which  the  general  issue  is  pleaded,  the 
former  recovery,  though  strong  evidence  to  sustain  the  plain- 
tiff's  right  in  the  second  suit,  is  not  conclusive  against  the 
defendant,  but  may  be  rebutted  by  other  evidence.  Holler 
V.  Pine,  8  Blackf.  175. 

110.  The  possession  of  an  order  by  him  on  whom  it  was 
drawn  is  prima  fade  evidence  that  the  articles  therein  spe- 
cified were  delivered  according  to  request.  Kincaid  v. 
Kincaid,  8  Humph.  17. 

111.  The  return  of  a  sheriff  upon  an  execution  of  a  levy 
made  before  and  a  sale  made  after  he  goes  out  of  office,  is 
prima  facie  evidence  between  the  parties.  McBurnie  v. 
Overstreet,  8  B.  Mon.  300. 

112.  A  bill  of  lading,  stating  the  property  to  belong  to  A. 
and  B.,  is  not  conclusive  evidence,  and  does  not  estop  A. 
from  showing  that  the  property  belonged  to  another.  Ma/r. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Burden,  6  Oranch,  338. 

113.  In  the  application  of  circumstantial  evidence  the 
utmost  caution  should  be  used.    It  is  always  insufficient, 

17 
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where,  assuming  all  to  be  proved  which  the  evidence  tends 
to  prove,  some  other  hypothesis  may  still  be  true.  Algheri 
V.  The  State,  25  Miss.  584. 

114.  An  unregistered  brand  constitutes,  of  itself,  no 
evidence  of  title  to  cattle.  Herber  v.  The  State,  7  Texas, 
69. 

115.  A  legal  and '  sufficient  return  by  an  officer  upon  a 
precept,  which  he  had  authority  to  serve,  is  conclusive  evi- 
dence in  that  suit  as  to  the  facts  returned.  Slayton  v.  Ches- 
ter, i  Mass.  478  ;  Bott  v.  Burnell,  9  Mass.  96  ;  Estabrook  v. 
Hapgood,  10  Mass.  313 ;  Bott  v.  Burnell,  11  Mass.  163 ; 
Bean  v.  Parher,  17  Mass.  591 ;  Thayer  v.  Stearns,  1  Pick. 
109.  So  his  return  on  an  execution  is  conclusive  between 
the  parties  and  those  claiming  under  them,  but  not  as  to 
others.  Bott  v.  Burnell,  11  Mass.  163 ;  Boston  v.  Tileston, 
11  Mass.  468  ;  Lawrence  v.  Pond,  17  Mass.  433  ;  Whittaker 
V.  Sum/ner,  7  Pick.  551. 

116.  "When  witnesses  give  their  opinion  as  to  the  sanity  of 
a  person,  they  must  furnish  the  facts  upon  which  their  re- 
spective opinions  were  predicated.  WalTcefr  v.  Walher,  14 
Geo.  242. 

117.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  against  the  en- 
dorser, a  notary's  clerk  testified,  that  he  had  himself  presented 
the  note  for  payment,  and  mailed  a  notice  of  non-payment  to 
the  defendant ;  that  he  knew  this  from  an  examination  of  his 
books  and  papers  ;  that  he  was  in  the  daily  habit  of  protest- 
ing notes  ;  that  it  was  his  usual  practice  to  make  the  entries 
in  the  memorandum  book  the  same  day  that  he  delivered 
the  notices  of  non-payment ;  that  he  had  no  recollection  of 
making  the  entries  in  this  case,  but  knew  they  would  not 
have  been  made  if  he  had  not  done  the  acts — and  he  pro- 
duced the  memorandum  book,  the  entries  from  which  were 
read  to  the  jury.  Held  sufficient  evidence  of  notice  of  pro- 
test.    Cole  V.  Jessup,  10  How.  Pr.  515. 

118.  The  case  must  be  a  very  peculiar  one  which  will 
justify  the  court  in  rejecting  evidence,  bec'ause  the  fact, 
which  it  tends  to  prove,  is  already  sufficiently  established. 
To  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  say  that  the  defendant  has  not  been 
prejudiced,  the  fact  in  question  should  be  conceded  on  the 
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trial,  thus  dispensing  with  further  proof.    Eakin  v.  Brown, 

1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  36. 

119.  Where  the  evidence  in  the  court  below  is  contradic- 
tory, this  court  will  not,  on  appeal,  interfere  with  the  verdict, 
unless  very  clearly  against  the  weight  of  evidence.  Needles 
V.  Howard,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  54. 

120.  A.  promised  in  writing,  on  the  back  of  a  promissory 
note  held  by  B.,  to  pay  him  the  amount  of  the  note,  if  not 
collected  from  the  maker,  but  the  consideration  of  the  promise 
was  not  specified  in  the  written  promise.  Held,  that  in  a 
suit  by  B.  against  A.  on  the  promise,  the  writing  signed  by 
A.  was  legal  evidence  ;  but  quere,  whether  it  was  sufiicient 
of  itself  to  support  the  action.  M^Coshey  v.  Dewing,  3 
Blackf.  145. 

121.  The  bare  acknowledgment  of  a  debt,  without  mention- 
ing any  particular  amount,  will  not  authorize  a  jury  to  give 
a  verdict  for  a  specific  sum  ;  but  a  sufficient  acknowledgment 
may  be  made  not  in  dollars  and  cents.    Douglass  v.  Davie, 

2  M'Cord,  219. 

122.  The  mere  admission  of  a  "  debt"  is  not  sufficient  to 
charge  the  defendant  with  the  whole  demand  of  the  plaintiff, 
but  the  amount  must  be  proved.  Quarles  v.  Littlepage,  2  H. 
&  M.  401. 

123.  The  sheriff  returned  to  a  writ  of  replevin,  that  he  had 
taken  the  property;  that  a  claim  of  title  had  been  interposed 
by  the  defendant;  that  a  jury  had  found  title  in  defendant, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  had  indemnified  him,  and  he  had  there- 
upon delivered  the  property  to  the  plaintiff.  Held  con- 
clusive in  another  action  between  the  parties.  Russell  v. 
Gray,  11  Barb.  541. 

124.  A  return  will  in  general  conclude  as  against  the 
officer ;  and  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  question  its  truth. 
Purrington  v.  Loving,  7  Mass.  388. 

125.  "Where  an  officer  is  prosecuted  for  not  seizing  and 
selling  property  levied  on  by  him  under  an  attachment,  and 
returned  as  the  property  of  the  debtor,  he  may  show,  not- 
withstanding such  return,  that  the  property  was  not  the 
debtor's.  I'uller  y.  Holden, iM.a,ss.  4:98  ;  Learned y. Bryant^ 
13  lb.  224. 
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126.  The  positive  testimony  of  one  witness,  who  possesses 
means  of  accurate  information,  ought  to  have  more  weight 
with  a  jury  than  the  testimony  of  a  greater  number  of  wit- 
nesses who  do  not  possess  the  same  means  of  information, 
and  do  not  swear  positively;  but  where  all  the  witnesses 
stand  on  an  equal  footing,  the  jury  may  allow  the  greater 
number  to  preponderate.     Coles  v.  Peofy,  Y  Texas,  109. 

127.  As  between  the  parties  to  the  process,  or  their  privies, 
the  return  is  usually  conclusive,  and  not  liable  to  collateral 
impeachment.  This  is  a  well-established  general  rule,  one 
necessary  to  secure  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  give  validity 
and  effect  to  the  acts  of  ministerial  officers,  leaving  the  per- 
sons injured  to  their  redress  by  an  action  for  a  false  return. 
Bean  v.  Parker,  IT  Mass.  601 ;  WKittakerY.  Sumner,  7  Pick. 
551. 

128.  Where  a  party,  against  whom  a  judgment  is  sought 
to  be  enforced,  alleged  in  a  bill  for  an  injunction  that  he  was 
not  served  with  process,  and  did  not  make  the  note  on  which 
it  was  founded,  the  deposition  of  a  person  of  the  same  name, 
declaring  that  he  made  a  note  of  the  same  amount  and  date, 
in  which  the  complainant  did  not  unite,  will  be  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  latter  branch  of  the  allegation,  if  uncontradicted. 
Givens  v.  Tidmore,  8  Ala.  745. 

129.  The  price  agreed  upon  (in  a  written  agreement)  for 
merchandise  is  conclusive  evidence  of  its  value,  where  fraud 
is  not  alleged.     Courcier  v,  Oraham,  1  Ham.  330. 

130.  Evidence  of  an  admission  by  the  defendant  that  he 
had  given  the  plaintiff  a  note  of  the  same  amount  with  the 
note  produced  at  the  trial,  which  he  would  pay  if  time  were 
given  him,  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  execution  of  the 
note  produced.    Palmer  v.  Manning,  i  Denio,  131. 

131.  Where  some  evidence  was  given  to  show  the  liability 
of  a  defendant,  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be 
permitted  to  complete  his  evidence,  and  have  it  passed  on 
by  the  jury.    Peese  v.  Henck,  14  111.  482. 

132.  It  is  not  competent  for  a  medical  witness,  who  has  not 
heard  all  the  testimony  tending  to  show  the  mental  condition 
of  a  person,  to  give  an  opinion  founded  on  the  portion  heard 
by  him,  as  to  the  sanity.    People  v.  Lake,  2  Kernan,  358. 
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133.  The  bill  of  lading  is  conclusive  as  to  the  quantity  of 
goods  shipped,  as  between  the  owner  of  the  vessel  and  the 
assignee,  for  value  of  the  bill  of  lading  and  the  goods.  Dich- 
erson  v.  Seelye,  12  Barb.  99. 

134.  An  alteration  of  the  record  of  an  old  survey  unac- 
counted for,  but  proved  to  have  been  recently  done,  will  not 
affect  rights  previously  existing  under  it.  Walls  v.  McOee, 
4  Harringt.  108. 

135.  Circumstantial  evidence  is,  in  the  abstract,  nearly  if 
not  quite  as  strong  as  positive  evidence  ;  in  the  concrete,  it 
may  be  much  stronger.  Commonwealth  v.  Harman,  4  Barr, 
269. 

136.  A  bill  of  lading,  admitting  A.'s  ownership  of  the 
goods,  does  not  estop  the  carrier  from  setting  up  that  B.  was 
the  true  owner,  that  A.  obtained  them  by  force,  felony  or 
fraud,  and  a  delivery  of  them  to  B.  Bates  v.  Stanton,  1 
Duer,  79. 

137.  A  statement  by  a  witness,  of  what  "  he  understood," 
not  stating  from  whom  he  understood  it,  is  too  indefinite  for 
the  foundation  of  a  verdict.     Jones  v.  Childs,  2  Dana,  25. 

138.  There  is  no  positive  rule  of  law  that  a  jury  may  not 
convict  upon  the  unsupported  testimony  of  a  particeps  crimi- 
nis.    State  v.  Cunningham,  31  Maine,  (1  Red.)  355. 

139.  It  is  of  the  essence  of  an  estoppel  in  pais,  that  the 
representation  or  act  should  have  influenced  the  conduct  of 
the  person  who  interposed  it.    Syers  v.  Farwell,  9  Barb.  615. 

140.  "When  the  answer  of  a  witness  is  written  without 
punctuation,  the  best  rule  is  to  read  it  so  as  to  make  sense  of 
each  and  every  part ;  to  connect  such  parts  as  will  be,  when 
joined  together,  susceptible  of  an  intelligible  meaning,  and 
if  a  proposition  or  statement  becomes  absurd  by  connection, 
to  let  it  stand  as  an  independent  statement.  Vaughn  v.  Big- 
gers,  6  Geo.  188. 

141.  Representations  made  by  a  party  to  another  person, 
with  a  view  to  gain  credit  or  advantage,  are  admissible  in 
evidence  against  him,  and  are  conclusive.  But  such  repre- 
sentations are  not  conclusive  against  him  where  there  is  no 
breach  of  good  faith  in  receding  from  them.  Tufts  v.  Hayes, 
5  N.  H.  452. 
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142.  "Where  testimony  is  ambiguous,  and  there  is  doubt  as 
to  its  correct  application  to  the  facts  in  question,  such  con- 
struction should  be  given  to  it  as  will  render  it  as  consistent 
as  possible  with  the  opposing  evidence.  Smith  v.  Smith,  1 
Iowa,  (Greene,)  307. 

143.  A  judgment  recovered  in  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction, while  unreversed,  is  conclusive  as  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  it,  to  every  intent  and  purpose,  and  cannot  be  re- 
examined in  a  new  action,  founded  upon  evidence  which 
would  have  made  a  defence  to  the  original  suit.  Snow  v. 
Prescott,  12  K  H.  535. 

144.  In  general,  a  judgment  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of 
a  debt  against  strangers,  whose  interests  may  be  affected  by 
it.     Thrasher  v.  Haines,  2  N.  H.  443. 

145.  An  unsatisfied  judgment  against  one  of  several  joint 
promissors  will  be  no  bar  to  a  suit  against  another,  if,  at  the 
time  the  first  suit  was  commenced,  he  was  out  of  the  state, 
so  that  no  service  could  be  made  on  him.  Oleott  v.  Little, 
9  K  H.  259. 

146.  The  sentence  of  a  foreign  court  of  admiralty,  condemn- 
ing property  as  prize,  is  conclusive  evidence  not  only  as  to 
its  direct  effects,  but  also  as  to  the  facts  directly  decided  by  it. 
Dempsey  v.  Ins.  Co.  of  Pennsylvania,  1  Binn.  299. 

147.  The  record  of  a  former  judgment  between  the  same 
parties,  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  is,  when  introduced  as 
evidence,  conclusive  in  bar  of  a  second  suit,  as  fully  as  though 
pleaded.     Chajriherlain  v.  Carlisle,  6  Foster,  (E".  H.)  540. 

148.  A  judgment  in  an  action  against  a  sheriff  alone,  of 
which  his  sureties  had  no  notice,  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the 
amount  of  damages  in  a  subsequent  suit  upon  the  recogni- 
sance against  the  sheriff  and  his  sureties  jointly.  Carmack 
V.  Com.,  5  Binn.  184. 
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The  obligation  of  proving  any  fact  lies  upon  the  party  who 
Bulistantially  asserts  the  affirmative  of  the  issue.  1  Green- 
leaf  Ev.  98. 

To  this  general  rule  there  are  some  exceptions,  in  which 
the  proposition,  though  negative  in  its  terras,  must  be  proved 
by  the  party  who  states  it.  One  class  of  these  exceptions 
will  be  found  to  include  those  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff 
grounds  his  right  of  action  upon  a  negative  allegation,  and 
where,  of  course,  the  establishment  of  this  negative  is  an 
essential  element  in  his  case ;  as,  for  example,  in  an  action 
for  having  prosecuted  the  plaintiff  maliciously  and  without 
probable  cause. 

Here,  the  want  of  probable  cause  must  be  made  out  by 
the  plaintiff,  by  some  affirmative  proof,  though  the  propositioi; 
be  negative  in  its  terms.     Ih.  103, 104. 

Generally,  where  a  party  seeks,  from  extrinsic  circumstan- 
ces to  give  effect  to  an  instrument  which,  on  its  face,  it 
would  not  have,  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to  prove  those  cir- 
cumstances, though  involving  the  proof  of  a  negative  ;  for,  in 
the  absence  of  extrinsic  proof,  the  instrument  must  have  its 
natural  operation  and  no  other. 

But  where  the  subject-matter  of  a  negative  averment  lies 
particulafly  within  the  Tcnowledge  of  the  other  party,  the  aver- 
ment is  taken  as  true,  unless  disproved  by  that  party.  Ih.  105. 
So,  where  the  negative  allegation  involves  a  charge  of 
criminal  neglect  of  duty,  whether  official  or  otherwise,  or  fraud, 
or  the  wrongful  violation  of  actual  lawful  possession  of  pro- 
perty, the  party  making  the  allegation  must  prove  it,  for  in 
these  cases  the  presumption  of  law,  which  is  always  in  favor 
of  innocence  and  quiet  possession,  is  in  favor  of  the  party 
charged. 

So,  where  the  defence  to  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
was,  that  the  plaintiff  improperly  concealed  from  the  under- 
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writer  certain  facts  and  information,  which  he  then  already 
knew  and  had  received,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was 
bound  to  give  some  evidence  of  the  non-communication. 
ETkin  v.  Janson,  13  M.  &  "W".  655. 

So,  where  mfancy  is  alleged,  or  where  one  born  in  lawful 
wedlock  is  alleged  to  be  illegitimate,  the  parents  not  being 
separated  by  a  sentence  of  divorce,  or  where  insanity  is 
alleged ;  or  a  person  once  living  is  alleged  to  be  dead,  the  pre- 
sumption of  life  not  being  yet  worn  out  by  lapse  of  time ;  or 
where'  nonfeasance  or  negligence  is  alleged,  in  an  action  on 
contract ;  or  where  the  want  of  a  diie  stamp  is  alleged,  there 
being  faint  traces  of  a  stamp  of  some  kind ;  the  burden  of 
proof  is  on  the  party  making  the  allegation,  notwithstanding 
its  negative  character.    1  Greenleaf  Ev.  107. 


Burden  of  Proof. 

1.  The  burden  of  proof  is  always  with  the  party  who  takes 
the  affirmative  in  pleading.  Loring  v.  Steineman,  1  Met. 
204. 

2.  The  onus  ^probandi  rests  on  the  party  asserting  the 
affirmative  fact,  not  on  him  who  denies  it.  Gostigan  v.  Mo- 
TiomTc  and  Hudson  RaiVRoad  Co.,  2  Denio,  609  ;  Givens  v. 
Tidmore,  8  Ala.  746. 

3.  If  the  defendant,  in  an  action  on  a  note,  rely  on  a  plea  of 
failure  of  consideration  or  of  fraud,  the  onus  probandi  lies 
upon  him.     Towsey  v.  ShooTc,  3  Blackf  267. 

4.  Where  one  person  charges  another  with  a  culpable 
omission  or  breach  of  duty,  he  is  bound  to  prove  the  fact, 
though  it  involve  a  negative.     Oilson  v.  Foster,  2  An.  503. 

5.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  caused  by  a  fire  com- 
municated to  the  plaintiff's  land  from  a  coal-pit,  which 
the  defendant  lawfully  set  on  fire  upon  his  own  land,  the 
burden  of  proving  the  defendant's  negligence  is  upon  the 
plaintiff,  &n&  prima  facie  proof  of  the  defendant's  negligence 
does  not  throw  upon  him  the  burden  of  disproving  it.  Tour- 
tellat  V.  RoselrooTc,  11  Met.  460. 

6.  The  burden  of  proof  lies  on  the  person  who  has  to  sup- 
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port  his  case  by  proof  of  a  fact  of  which  he  is  supposed  to  he 
most  cognizant.  Meillmr  v.  Creditors,  3  Lou.  534 ;  Mathews 
y.  Pascal,  13  Lon.  53. 

7.  In  an  action  to  recover  back  money  paid  for  land  sold 
for  taxes,  on  the  ground  of  failure  of  consideration,  the  bur- 
den of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  such  failure  and 
every  fact  necessary  to  sustain  his  action.  Treat  v.  Orono, 
26  Maine,  (13  Shep.)  217. 

8.  He  who  affirms  must  prove,  unless  the  plea  involves  a 
negative.  Ei  incumtit  prdbatio,  qui  dicit,  non  qui  negat. 
Borel  V.  Fusillier,  2 Lou.  569 ;  Ticknery .  Roberts,  11  Lou.  171. 

9.  Where  an  article  is  sold  with  a  warranty,  or  a  repre- 
sentation amounting  to  a  warranty,  as  to  its  quality,  and,  in 
an  action  by  the  seller  to  recover  the  price,  the  buyer  relies 
upon  a  breach  of  the  warranty  or  the  falsity  of  the  repre- 
sentation to  reduce  the  amount  of  his  liability,  the  burden 
of  proof  is  on  him  to  show  that  the  quality  of  the  article  does 
not  correspond  with  the  warranty  or  representation.  Dorr 
V.  Fisher,  1  Gush.  271. 

10.  Where  a  person  who  acts  as  master  of  a  ship  is  guilty 
of  barratrous  conduct,  the  assured  is  not  obliged  to  give 
negative  proof  that  such  captain  was  not  the  owner;  but 
the  burden  of  proving  he  was  the  owner  lies  upon  the  in- 
surer.    Barry  v.  Lou.  Ins.  Co.,  11  M.  202. 

11.  In  an  action  by  the  holder  of  stock,  who  has  contracted 
to  sell  and  transfer  the  same  at  a  future  day,  under  the  laws 
of  New- York  against  the  purchaser  thereof,  for  refusing  to 
receive  a  transfer  and  pay  for  such  stock,  the  burden  of 
proof  is  on  the  plaintiff,  to  show  that,  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
"tract,  he  held  the  amount  of  stock  so  contracted  to  be  sold, 

free  from  any  liability  or  obligation  for  the  sale  and  transfer 
thereof.    Stebbins  v.  Leowolf,  3  Gush- 137. 

12.  Where  it  remains  doubtful  whether  the  affirmation  of 
an  issue  has  been  sustained  by  the  testimony,  the  jury  should 
find  for  the  party  holding  the  negative.  Lexington  Fire, 
Life  and  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Paver,  16  Ohio,  324. 

13.  Where  the  statute  of  limitation  is  pleaded,  the  onus 
prolam,di  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  the  cause  of  action 
ia  barred.    Puggan  v.  Cole,  2  Texas,  381. 
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14.  Where  a  party  takes  several  negotiable  promissory- 
notes  for  a  pre-existing  debt,  without  any  agreement  to  re- 
ceive as  actual  payment,  and  after  some  of  them  have  been 
paid  brings  an  action  of  the  original  debt  to  recover  the 
balance  unpaid,  be  is  not  bound  to  bring  into  court  the  notes 
which  he  admits  to  have  been  paid,  or  show  that  they  have 
been  given  up  to  the  defendant,  but  the  burden  of  the  proof 
is  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  the  notes  are  still  outstand- 
ing in  the  hands  of  hona  fide  holders,  to  whom  they  were 
endorsed  before  they  became  due.  Lynum  v.  United  States 
BanTc,  12  How.  (U.  S.)  225. 

15.  A  mandatary,  when  called  on  to  account,  must  show 
the  circumstances  which,  in  the  exercise  of  a  due  diligence, 
have  prevented  him  from  fulfilling  the  duty  entrusted  to 
him.  Police  Jury  v.  Sherburne,  17  Lou.  34:5 ;  Li/ocmdais  v. 
Denis,  4  An.  300. 

16.  An  exemplification  of  the  record  of  the  same  court 
where  the  trial  is  had  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  the  issue 
under  the  plea  of  nul  tiel  record.  The  original  record  must 
be  produced.    Adams  v.  The  State,  6  Eng.  466. 

17.  In  a  suit  against  A.,  for  goods  sold  to  B.,  his  agent,  the 
burden  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove,  not  only  that  B.  was  the 
agent  of  A.,  but  that  he  sold  the  goods  to  B.  on  A.'s  account. 
Beals  V.  Merriam,  11  Met.  470. 

18.  In  an  action  by  partners  in  a  mercantile  firm,  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  wrongful  and  vexatious  suing  out  of 
an  attachment  against  them,  in  consequence  of  which  their 
credit  was  destroyed  and  their  business  broken  up,  the  record 
of  the  attachment  and  proceedings  thereon  is  proper  evi- 
dence to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  Donnell  v.  Jones,  17  Ala. ' 
689. 

19.  "Where,  in  salvage,  an  agreement  is  set  up,  the  burden 
of  proving  such  agreement  is  on  those  relying  upon  it ;  and, 
without  pronouncing  the  written  agreement  a  forgery,  the 
court  will  decide  against  it,  as  on  failure  of  proof,  unless 
clearly  established  by  evidence.  The  Besultatet,  22  Eng. 
Law  and  Eq.  620. 

20.  In  an  action  for  enticing  away  a  man's  wife,  actual 
proof  of  the  marriage  is  not  necessary ;  cohabitation,  reputa- 


BURDEN   OF   PEOOF.  267 

tion,  and  the  admission  of  the  parties  is  sufficient.    Dugmd 
r.  Ogilve,  1  Abbott,  366. 

21.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  deceit  in  the  sale  of  a  horse, 
the  scienter  is  essential  to  be  proved.  Mahurim  v.  Harding, 
8  Foster,  (F.  H.)  128. 

22.  In  an  action  by  seamen  for  compensation,  because  of 
a  short  allowance  of  provisions,  if  the  fact  of  short  allowance 
is  proved,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  owner  of  the  vessel 
to  show  that  she  had  on  board  the  quantity  of  provisions  re- 
quired by  statute.  The  Elizabeth  Frith,  1  Blatchford  & 
Howland,  195. 

23.  When  a  party  alleges  accord  and  satisfaction,  he  must 
not  only  prove  the  accord  but  the  performance  also.  Dobson 
v.  Arnold^  10  How.  Pr.  629  ;  Eawley  v.  Foote,  19  Wend.  516. 

24.  To  establish  usury  in  a  written  security,  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  a  part  of  the  consideration  money  was 
intentionally  withheld  at  the  time  of  the  execution,  for  the 
corrupt  and  usurious  nature  of  the  intent  will  not  be  pre- 
sumed, but  must  be  directly  proved.  Booth  v.  Swezey,  4 
Selden,  (N".  Y.)  276. 

25.  In  a  suit  for  the  statute  penalty  for  selling  spirituous 
liquors  without  a  license,  the  'burden  of  proof  is  on  the  de- 
fendant, to  show  that  he  had  a  license.  The  Mayor,  die,  of 
ilT.  T.  V.  Mason,  1  Abbott,  344. 

26.  In  an  action  by  the  endorsee  of  a  note  against  the 
maker,  if  the  defendant  wish  to  avail  himself  of  payments 
not  endorsed,  the  onus  will  lie  on  him  to  prove  that  the  pay- 
ments were  made  before  the  transfer,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
is  not  a  bona  fide  holder,  having  obtained  the  note  after  it 
was  discredited,  or  the  like.      W%lbur  v.  Turner,  5  Pick.  526. 

27.  If  it  be  shown  that  the  note  was  fraudulent  in  its  origin, 
or  was  fraudulently  put  in  circulation,  the  burden  will  then 
devolve  on  the  plaintiif  to  show  that  he  came  fairly  by  the 
note,  and  without  notice  of  the  fraud.  Woodhull  v.  Holmes, 
10  Johns.  231. 

28.  Where  a  wife  seeks  to  annul  a  contract  made  by  her, 
on  the  ground  that  she  was  not  authorized,  it  is  for  the  op- 
posite party  to  prove  that  she  was.  Dranguet  v.  Prudr 
homme,  3  Lou.  78. 
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29.  -Pleas  of  performance  and  payment  are  affirmative 
pleas,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant.  Edmonds 
V.  Edmonds,  1  Ala.  401. 

30.  As  a  general  rule  no  one  will  be  presumed  to  have 
paid  what  he  was  not  bound  for ;  and  where  he  reclaims  an 
amount  so  paid,  the  burden  of  proving  that  he  was  neither 

'  legally  nor  morally  bound  therefor  will  be  on  him.     JJrqu- 
hart  v.  Oram,  4  K.  207. 

31.  A  party  is  not  bound  to  produce  a  paper,  unless  the 
opposite  party  has  given  him  notice  to  do  so.  Waring  v. 
Warren,  1  Johns.  340. 

32.  Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  an  amount  agreed  to  be 
deducted  from  the  price  of  land  purchased  by  the  plaintiff, 
on  account  of  a  deficiency  in  the  quantity,  the  defendant  avers 
that  there  was  no  deficiency,  the  burden  of  proving  that 
there  was  no  deficiency  is  on  him,, he  pleading  it  specially  as 
matter  of  defence.    MoOrea  v.  Marshall,  1  An.  29. 

33.  If  the  defence  to  a  suit  upon  a  promissory  note  be  that 
the  consideration  was  illegal,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the 
defendant  to  show  it.    Emery  v.  Estes,  31  Maine,  (1  Eed.)  155. 

34.  In  an  action  against  an  administrator  de  ionis  non,  the 
onus  is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  the  amount  of  assets  that 
went  into  his  hands,  and  his  failure  to  account  for  them.  The 
State  v.  Collier,  15  Mis.  293. 

35.  "Where  it  is  sought  to  impeach  a  transfer  of  securities 
for  want  of  a  resolution  of  the  directors  of  a  corporation,  of 
which  the  grantee  had  notice,  the  party  alleging  such  notice 
must  prove  the  same.  Ca/ryl  v.  McElrath,  3  Sandf.  Sup.  Ct.  176. 

36.  A  digest  of  the  laws  of  a  state,  which  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  published  by  authority  of  law,  is  inadmissible 
as  evidence  to  establish  the  rate  of  interest  of  such  state. 
Oeron  v.  Felder,  15  Ala.  304. 

37.  The  defendant's  clerk  and  agent,  at  the  time  of  for- 
warding certain  of  the  defendant's  goods,  dictated  to  another 
a  letter  in  which  the  said  goods  were  referred  to,  excuses 
made  for  delay,  &c.,  which  letter  was  intended  to  be  signed 
by  defendant.  Held,  that  the  letter  was  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, even  though  the  clerk  was  in  court.  Wallenneler  v. 
Retterlinus,  17  Penn.  State  P.  (4  Harris,)  389. 
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38.  A  post-nuptial  settlement  purported  to  lia^e  been  made 
in  consideration  of  natural  love  and  affection,  and  for  divers 
other  good  and  valuable  considerations.  Held,  that  the  onus 
of  proving  that  some  valuable  consideration  actually  passed, 
lay  on  the  party  sustaining  the  deed.  Kelson  v.  Kelson^  17 
Eng.  Law  and  Eq.  107. 

39.  Where  actual  fraud  is  to  be  proved  to  avoid  a  convey- 
ance, the  burden  is  upon  the  party  alleging  the  fraud.  Blais- 
dell  V.  Gowell,  2  Shep.  370. 

40.  The  laws  of  Louisiana,  purporting  to  be  published  by 
authority  of  the  state,  may  be  given  in  evidence  in  Arkan- 
sas. And  the  laws  and  practice  of  that  state  may  be  proved 
by  the  depositions  of  persons  skilled  in  the  laws  and  familiar 
with  the  practice.    BarTcman  v.  Hopkins,  6  Eng.  157. 

41.  "Where  a  mortgage  purports  to  have  been  signed  and 
sealed,  and  actually  has  a  scrawl  attached  as  a  seal,  it 
devolves  upon  those  who  assert  that  it  was  executed  with- 
out a  seal,  to  prove  the  fact  to  be  so.  Orowning  v.  Behu, 
10  B.  Mon.  388. 

42.  The  onus  prdbandi  is  on  him  who  would  set  aside  a 
will  on  the  ground  of  the  insanity  of  the  testator.  Burton 
V.  Scott,  3  Eand.  399. 

43.  A  party  who  relies  upon  a  judgment  is  not  restricted  to 
the  record  itself,  but  may  show,  by  evidence  dehors,  what 
matters  are  litigated  between  the  parties  and  decided  by  the 
court.    Hughes  v.  Jones,  2  Md.  Ch.  Decis.  178. 

44.  If  a  party  offers  in  evidence  an  entire  record,  a  part 
of  which  is  legal  and  a  part  illegal  testimony,  the  court  com- 
mits no  error  in  excluding  the  whole.  Kenan  v.  Holloway, 
16  Ala.  53. 

45.  Where  issue  is  taken  upon  a  plea  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  the  burden  of  the  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff.  Tay- 
lor V.  Spears,  1  Eng.  381. 

46.  Though  a  deed  may  be  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury, 
after  preliminary  proof  by  subscribing  witnesses,  yet,  if  the 
genuineness  of  the  instrument  is  controverted,  the  onus  is 
still  on  the  party  introducing  it,  to  satisfy  the  jury  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt  that  it  is  genuine.  Boss  v.  Gould,  5  Green- 
leaf,  204. 
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47.  The  contents  of  a  justice's  record  should  be  proved  by 
an  authenticated  copy.  His  certificate,  alleging  what  facts 
appear  by  the  record,  is  not  receivable  as  proof.  English  v. 
Sj>ragu6,  33  Maine,  (3  Eed.)  440. 

48.  In  an  action  for  breach  of  contract  in  not  furnishing 
castings  after  notice  given,  the  plaintiff  showed  that  he  gave 
notice,  and  requested  the  castings  should  be  made  on  a 
basket  belonging  to  the  defendants,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do 
by  the  contract.  Held,  that  it  was  for  the  defendants  to 
show  that  the  basket  was  not  a  pattern.  Perry  v.  BoUford 
et  al,  5  Pick.  189. 

49.  The  proof  or  admission  of  the  signature  of  a  party  to 
an  instrument  is  ^nwiayacte  evidence  that  the  instrument 
written  over  it  is  the  act  of  the  party,  and  the  burden  of 
proof  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  the  alteration.  Davis  v. 
Jenney,  1  Met.  221. 

50.  In  an  action  for  wood  sold,  the  plaintiff  having  proved 
that  the  defendant  had  contracted  to  cut  wood  on  the  plain- 
tiff's land,  and  that  the  defendant  had  admitted  that  he  had 
cut  wood,  and  that  he  owed  the  plaintiff  therefor,  the  defend- 
ant alleged  that  the  wood  cut  by  him  grew  on  the  adjoining 
land  of  a  third  person.  It  was  held,  that  the  burden  of 
proof  was  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  wood  was  cut  on 
his  land,  and  not  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  it  was  cut  on 
the  adjoining  land.     Oilmore  v.  Wilbur,  18  Pick.  517. 

51.  The  expurgatory  oath  required  by  statute,  in  Alabama, 
(Aik.  Dig.  283,  §  127,)  to  be  taken  by  the  defendant  in  an 
action  upon  a  written  instrument,  in  order  to  compel  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  its  execution,  only  revives  the  common  law 
as  to  the  particular  case,  and  demands  no  more  strict  proof. 
Jones  V.  Rives,  3  Ala.  11. 

52.  "Where  a  testator  made  his  will  while  under  guardian- 
ship as  non  comjpos  mentis,  it  was  held,  that  the  burden  of 
proof  was  on  the  executor  to  show,  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  that  the  testator  had  both  such  mental  capacity  and 
such  freedom  of  will  and  action  as  are  requisite  to  render  a 
will  legal  and  valid.    Breed  v.  Pratt,  18  Pick.  115. 

53.  In  a  qui  tarn  action  against  a  clerk,  for  issuing  a  license 
to  marry  a  female  under  age,  without  the  consent  of  the 
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parent  or  guardian,  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  prove  the 
negative  averments  that  such  consent  was  net  given.  The 
record  of  the  fact  would  he  prima  fade  evidence  of  it,  and, 
being  in  the  possession  of  the  clerk,  it  is  liis  duty  to  produce 
it,  without  any  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  to  support  his  de 
fence.    Blann  v.  Beal^  5  Ala.  357. 

64.  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  a  covenant  to  supply 
timber,  the  defence  to  which  was,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
furnish  money  when  called  for,  the  onus  probandi,  with  re- 
gard to  the  call,  was  held  to  be  upon  the  defendant,  and  the 
judge  charged  rightly,  that  the  jury  ought  not  to  find  against 
the  defendant  if  they  had  reasonable  doubts  in  regard  to  it. 
SolUster  v.  Bender,  1  Hill,  150. 

65.  In  a  qui  tarn  action  to  recover  a  statute  penalty  for 
marrying  minors  without  the  consent  of  their  parents  or 
guardians,  the  burden  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  such  con- 
sent.   Medloch  v.  Brown,  4  Mis.  379. 

66.  Where  a  written  contract  is  relied  upon  in  the  plead- 
ings by  both  parties,  it  does  not  rest  with  the  defendants  to 
object  to  its  admission  in  evidence.  Heed  v.  PJiillips,  4i 
Scam.  39. 

67.  In  an  indictment  for  keeping  a  ferry  without  license, 
the  burden  is  upon  the  defendant  to  show  that  he  has  a 
license,  without  the  state's  offering  any  evidence  to  show  the 
contrary.    Wheat  v.  The  State,  6  Mis.  455. 

68.  Merely  alleging  a  fact,  without  adducing  any  evidence 
to  support  it,  can,  in  no  case,  throw  upon  the  other  party  the 
burden  of  disproving  it.     Kyle  v.  Calmes,  1  How.  (Miss.)  121. 

59.  So,  in  an  action  on  a  note,  alleging  facts  to  show  a 
want  of  consideration,  does  not  alone  force  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  consideration.    Ih. 

60.  The  signature  of  a  public  agent  must  be  proved.  Yo- 
na-gus-Ttee  v.  Coleman,  3  Hawks,  174. 

61.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  failing  to  return  an 
execution,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant.  The 
State  V.  Melton,  8  Mis,  417. 

62.  "Where  the  proprietor  of  a  wharf,  which  is  bounded  on 
an  arm  of  the  sea,  claims  the  flats  to  the  channel,  viz,,  to 
low-water  mark,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  him  to  show  that 
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there  was  an  original  natural  channel,  from  which  the  sea  did 
not  ebb  at  low  water,  and  that  such  channel  or  low-water 
mark  was  so  far  below  his  wharf  as  to  include  the  flats 
which  he  claims.  Asliby  v.  Eastern  Bail-Road  Oo.,  5  Met. 
368. 

63.  If  the  seizin  of  a  party  at  a  given  time  is  proved  or 
admitted,  the  legal  presumption  is,  that  such  seizin  con- 
tinues, and  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  him  who  alleges  a  dis- 
seizin, and  that  burden  remains  on  him  even  after  he  has 
given  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  disseizin.  Brown  v.  King,  5 
Met.  173. 

64.  Where  the  defendant  pleads  in  offset  a  note  assigned 
to  him,  against  the  plaintiff,  who  replies  that  it  was  assigned 
after  service  of  the  writ,  with  a  traverse  that  it  was  assigned 
before,  and  the  defendant  rejoins  that  it  was  assigned  before, 
with  a  traverse  that  it  was  assigned  afterwards,  the  burden 
is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  it  was  assigned  after  service. 
Byrd  v.  Tucker,  3  Pike,  451. 

65.  Tlie  date  of  the  assignment  -w&s  prima  fade  evidence 
of  the  time  when  it  was  made.     li. 

6Q.  On  a  trial  for  murder,  there  was  evidence  that  a  mur- 
der had  been  committed,  and  that  the  house  in  which  the 
dead  body  was  had  been  subsequently  set  on  fire,  under  such 
circumstances  as  to  raise  a  suspicion  that  the  same  was  done 
by  the  perpetrator  of  the  murder  to  conceal  that  offence, 
and  the  evidence  left  it  doubtful  whether  the  prisoner  was 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  house  when  the  fire  was  set.  The  court 
charged  the  jury  that,  if  the  prisoner  "  might  have  been  at 
the  scene  of  the  fire,  the  onus  was  cast  upon  her  to  get  rid 
of  the  suspicion  which  thus  attached  to  her,"  and  that  she 
was  bound  to  show  where  she  was  at  the  time  of  the  fire. 
Held,  that  this  instruction  was  erroneous.  Tfis  People  v. 
Bodine,  1  Denio,  281. 

67.  Where  an  officer  sells  attached  goods  on  mesne  process, 
pursuant  to  the  revised  statutes  of  Massachusetts,  chap.  90, 
§  57,  and  after  the  suit  on  which  they  were  attached  is  dis- 
missed, the  defendant  in  that  suit  brings  an  action  against  the 
officer  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  the  goods,  the  officer  may 
defend  by  showing  that  the  goods  were  the  property  of  a 
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third  person,  who  has  recovered  or  demanded  satisfaction  of 
him  for  seizing  them ;  but  the  burden  of  proof,  to  support 
such  defence,  is  on  the  ofiScer.  Mansfield  v.  Sumner,  6  Met. 
94. 

68.  Where  a  person  has  once  acquired  a  domicil  in  any 
town,  and.  is  there  taxed,  in  a  suit  for  the  same,  the  burden 
of  proof  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  he  had  abandoned 
the  place  before  the  tax  was  assessed.  Kilbum  v.  Bennett, 
3  Met.  199. 

69.  Where  the  defendant,  in  showing  a  conversion  of  pro- 
perty by  the  defendant,  at  the  same  time  shows  that  the  de- 
fendant said  that  he  acted  under  lawful  authority,  the  bur- 
den of  proof  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  such  authority. 
Brackett  v.  Hayden,  3  Shep.  347'. 

70.  In  a  suit  by  the  assignee  of  an  insolvent  debtor,  under 
the  statute  of  Massachusetts  of  1841,  chap.  124,  §  3,  to  recover 
the  value  of  property  alleged  to  have  been  transferred  by 
the  debtor  in  preference  of  one  of  his  creditors,  the  burden 
of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  creditor  had 
reasonable  cause  to  believe,  when  the  property  was  trans- 
ferred to  him,  that  the  debtor  was  insolvent.  Butler  v. 
BrecTc,  7  Met.  164. 

71.  Where  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  claims  the  right  to 
enter  upon  lands  for  the  breach  of  a  condition,  subsequent, 
the  burden  is  upon  him  to  prove  the  breach,  though  a  nega- 
tive ;  but,  in  such  case,  slight  proof  woald  be  sufficient, 
prima  facie.     O'Brien  v.  Doe,  6  Ala.  787. 

72.  In  an  action  by  one  town  against  another,  for  the  sup- 
port of  a  pauper  who  was  the  illegitimate  son  of  a  married 
woman,  the  plaintiff  town  having  proved  her  settlement  in 
the  defendant  town,  it  was  held,  that  the  burden  of  proof 
was  on  the  defendant  town,  to  show  that  the  husband  had  a 
settlement  in  some  other  town  in  the  commonwealth,  and 
thus  that  her  settlement  was  changed  by  her  marriage. 
Bandolph  v.  JEaston,  23  Pick.  242  ;  Wilmington  v.  Burling- 
ton, 4  Pick.  174. 

73.  Where  the  complaint  charges  that  a  party  has  broken 
an  agreement,  and  the  answer  denies  that  the  party  has 
broken  the  agreement,  "  further  or  otherwise  than- as  herein- 

18 
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after  stated,"  and  acts  of  the  plaintiff  are  afterwards  averred 
in  the  answer,  which  amount  to  a  rescission  of  the  contract, 
or  to  a  release  from  its  performance,  the  burden  of  proof  is 
on  the  defendant  to  show  such  rescission  or  release,  and  in 
default  of  his  so  doing,  the  plaintiff  is  not  required  at  tlie 
trial  to  prove  the  breach.  Cotheal  v.  Tahnadge,  1  Smith's 
0.  P.  K.  573. 

74.  In  a  suit  between  two  towns,  where  the  settlement  of 
a  pauper  was  brought  in  question,  and  the  defendants  ad- 
mitted the  pauper's  residence  to  have  originally  been  with 
them,  but  undertook  to  prove  that  he  acquired  a  residence 
with  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  held,  that  the  burden  of  proof  was 
on  the  defendants,  and  that  if  the  jury  doubted  of  the  truth 
of  the  fact  relied  upon,  the  verdict  must  be  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Eillurn  v.  Bennett^  3  Met.  199. 

■  75.  "Where  the  plaintiff  knew,  at  the  time,  that  one  of  the 
partners  endorsed  the  partnership  name  on  a  note,  as  security 
for  the  maker,  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to  refute  the  presump- 
tion of  law,  that  it  was  in  fraud  of  the  partnership.  Da/rli/iig 
V.  March,  22  Maine,  (2  Shep.)  184. 

76.  In  an  action  of  covenant  for  breach  of  warranty  re- 
specting title  to  a  slave,  it  was  held  incumbent  on  the  de- 
fendant to  plead  and  prove  fraud  or  collusion  in  the  judgment 
of  eviction,  if  he  would  avoid  its  effect,  even  where  the 
plaintiff  did  not  attempt  to  prove  notice  of  the  suit  to  the 
warrantor.  BlasdaU  v.  Babcock,  1  Johns.  517  ;  Barney  v. 
Dmey,  13  Id.  224. 

77.  The  admissions  of  a  party  against  his  title  are  strong 
evidence,  and  the  onus  lies  upon  him,  if  he  would  avoid  their 
effect,  to  show  that  they  were  founded  in  innocent  mistake. 
Owen  V.  Bartholomew,  9  Pick.  621. 

78.  The  presumption  is  always  in  favor  of  the  competency 
of  a  witness,  and  the  party  who  would  exclude  him  must 
show  that  he  is  incompetent.  Marsdm  v.  Stanfield,  1  Mann. 
&  Kyi.  669;  672. 

79.  If  a  person  enter  into  a  contract  to  pay  a  sum  of  money, 
with  a  condition  that  the  contract  is  to  be  void  on  the  hap- 
pening of  a  particular  event,  in  an  action  for  the  money,  the 
arms  of  proving  that  such  event  has  happened  is  on  the  de- 
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fend  ant,  if  he  would  avoid  the  payment.     Gray  v.  Oarrdner  et 
al.,  17  Mass.  188. 

80.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  personal  injury  sustained 
by  falling  into  an  opening  on  the  public  street,  the  burden 
of  proof  of  want  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  person 
injured  lies  upon  the  party  alleging  it,  viz.,  the  defendant. 
Bush  V.  Johnson,  23  Penn.  209. 

81.  Where  laches  and  a  consequent  injury  are  set  up  by  a 
guarantor,  as  a  defence,  the  onus  proiandi  lies  upon  him, 
Heaton  v.  Sulburt,  3  Scam.  491. 

82.  A  plea  in  abatement,  denying  partnership  under  oath, 
throws  the  burden  of  proof  on  the  plaintiff.  Warren  v. 
Chambers,  12  111.  14. 

83.  Where  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant  executed  a 
guaranty  on  a  note  after  its  delivery,  the  burden  of  proof  lies 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  a  new  and  express  consideration. 
Klein  v.  Currier,  14  111.  287. 

84.  Where  a  deposition  purports  in  its  caption  to  have 
been  taken  and  subscribed  by  a  magistrate,  his  official 
character  and  the  genuineness  of  his  signature,  in  the  absence 
of  any  proof  upon  these  points,  are  to  be  presumed,  and  the 
burden  of  the  proof  is  on  the  party  questioning  them.  Bullen 
V.  Arnold,  31  Maine,  (1  Eed.)  583. 

85.  Proof  of  the  written  law  of  a  foreign  country  may  be 
by  some  copy  of  the  law,  which  the  witness  can  swear  was  re- 
cognised as  authoritative  in  the  foreign  country,  and  which  was 
in  force  at  the  time.  SpauldingY.  yz«cen^,24Yt.  (lDeane,)501. 

86.  A  copy  of  the  Civil  Code  of  France,  purporting  to  be 
printed  at  the  royal  press  in  Paris,  and  received  in  the  course 
of  our  international  exchanges,  with  the  endorsement  "  La 
Oarde  des  Sceaux  de  France  a  la  cour  supreme  des  Etats 
TJnis,"  is  admissible  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  as 
evidence  of  the  law  of  France.  Ennis  v.  Smith,  14  How. 
(U.  S.)  400. 

87.  In  a  suit  upon  a  judgment,  recovered  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  establish  the  existence  of 
the  record  ;  and  for  that  purpose  it  is  not  sufficient  to  introduce 
a  book  alleged  to  contain  the  record,  without  some  proof  of 
its  authenticity.  Wentworth  v.  Keizer,  33  Maine,  (3  Ked.)  367. 
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88.  Where  a  public  conveyance  is  overturned  or  breaks 
down  without  any  apparent  cause,  the  law  will  imply  negli- 
gence, and  the  burden  of  proof  will  be  on  the  owners  to  re- 
but that  legal  presumption.     Ware  v.  Qay,  11  Pick.  106. 

89.  In  a  suit  by  a  deputy  sheriff,  upon  a  receipt  given  for 
property  attached,  the  officer's  return  upon  the  execution, 
that  he  seasonably  made  a  demand  upon  the  receiptor,  is  not 
an  act  required  in  his  official  duty,  and  therefore  is  not  evi- 
dence.   Bicknell  v.  Hill,  33  Maine,  (3  Ked.)  297. 

90.  The  endorsement  of  a  note  by  one  of  several  partners 
in  a  partnership  name,  as  sureties  for  a  third  person,  not  being 
binding  upon  the  firm  unless  consented  to  by  them,  the  bur- 
den of  proving  such  consent  lies  on  the  creditor  or  holder  of 
the  note.  Nenjo-York  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bennet  et  al.,  5  Conn. 
574. 

91.  In  an  action  against  a  partnership  to  recover  the  pro- 
ceeds of  merchandise  shipped  to  one  of  its  members,  before 
its  formation,  for  sale  on  account  of  the  shipper,  it  was  al- 
leged that  the  partnership  subsequently  undertook  to  sell  and 
account  for  the  shipment,  and  on  the  trial  the  plaintiff  pro- 
duced letters  written  in  the  name  of  the  partnership,  ac- 
knowledging the  receipt  of  the  merchandise.  It  was  alleged 
in  defence,  that  the  letters  were  written  by  the  partner- to  whom 
the  shipment  was  made ;  and  that  the  acknowledgments 
were  fraudulent,  and  not  binding  on  his  co-partner,  who  was 
ignorant  of  them.  Held,  that  the  burden  of  proving  fraud 
was  on  the  defendants.    Robinson  v.  Quartes,  1  An.  460. 

92.  A  receipt  for  a  small  sum,  in  full  of  all  demands,  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  a  settlement,  and  of  the  payment  in 
full  of  all  money  due  to  the  signer.  Oleason  v.  Sawyer,  2 
Foster,  (I^.  H.)  85. 

93.  Such  a  receipt  may  be  disproved  by  any  evidence 
which  convinces  a  jury  that  the  facts  are  otherwise.    Ih. 

94.  An  endorsement  of  a  credit  upon  a  note  fairly  made, 
which  will  be  inferred  fi-om  its  face  in  the  absence  of  oppos- 
ing circumstances,  will  create  a  presumption  that  the  sum 
credited  was  paid  at  the  time,  and  will  impose  upon  the 
adverse  party  the  burden  of  showing  that  the  date  was 
false.    Bates''  Exemtors  v.  Bests  Executors,  13  B.  Mon.  217. 
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95.  In  an  action  on  an  affirmative  contract,  as  to  pay 
money  or  perform  some  duty,  if  the  plaintiff  proves  the  con- 
tract, he  is  not  bound  to  give  evidence  of  non-performance ; 
it  is  then  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  prove  payment  or 
performance,  or  its  equivalent.  McCfregory  v.  Prescott,  5 
Cush.  67. 

96.  Probate  proceedings,  where  the  title  of  land  comes  in 
question,  are  required  by  statute  to  be  recorded  in  the  town 
clerk's  office,  as  much  as  in  the  probate  office,  and  unless  so 
recorded  they  are  not  admissible  as  evidence  of  title.  JRoyce 
v.  Rurd,  24  Vt.  (1  Deane,)  620. 

97.  It  is  incumbent  on  the  defendant  in  attachment,  who 
avers  that  a  certain  promissory  note  held  by  him  and  attached 
in  the  hands  of  the  makers  was  transferred  at  the  time  of  the 
service  of  the  attachment,  to  prove  it,  otherwise  he  will  be 
deemed  to  have  been  in  possession  of  it,  and  therefore  pro- 
perly brought  into  court.     Cribson  v.  Huie,  14  Lou.  129. 

98.  Entries  of  charges  made  upon  loose  sheets  of  paper 
are  not  admissible  in  evidence  as  original  entries.  Jones  v. 
Jones,  1  Foster,  (N.  H.)  219. 

99.  On  a  plea  of  payment,  the  burden  is  upon  the  defend- 
ant.   Yarnell  v.  Anderson,  14  Mis.  619. 

100.  Where  a  note  is  given  in  the  name  of  a  partnership, 
it  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  it  was  given  on  partnership 
account,  and  the  burden  is  upon  him  who  asserts  the  contrary 
to  show  that  it  was  not.  McMullam,  v.  Mackenzie,  2  Greene, 
(Iowa,)  368. 

101.  In  an  action  against  a  carrier  for  loss  happening  at 
sea,  by  the  vessel  foundering,  he  must  prove  sea-worthiness, 
before  he  is  permitted  to  excuse  himself  on  the  ground  of  its 
being  the  act  of  Grod.  If  the  facts  of  the  case  are  such  that 
the  loss  may  be  fairly  attributed  to  inevitable  accident,  and 
the  owner  alleges  that  the  vessel  was  not  seaworthy  at  her 
departure,  the  onus prolamdi  lies  on  him,  and  not  upon  the 
carrier.     Bell  v.  Reed  et  aZ.,  4  Binn.  127. 

102.  If  there  be  a  plea  of  payment,  performance  or  release, 
the  contract  may  be  read  without  proof  of  execution.  Scott 
V.  Hull,  8  Conn.  296. 

103.  It  is  a  rule,  that  where  the  interest  of  a  person  rests 
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upon  an  afl&rmative,  it  is  for  him  to  prove  the  affirmative. 
Allison  V.  Rayner,  1  Mann.  &  Eyl.  241. 

104.  The  admissions  of  a  party  against  his  title  are  strong 
evidence,  and  the  onus  lies  upon  him,  if  he  would  avoid 
their  eflfect,  to  show  that  they  were  founded  in  innocent  mis- 
take.    Owen  V.  Bartholomew,  9  Pick.  621. 

105.  In  the  case  of  the  capture  of  a  vessel  at  sea,  upon  the 
question  of  prize  or  no  prize,  the  onus  lies  upon  the  captors. 
Miller  V.  The  Resolution,  2  Dall.  22. 

106.  "Where  goods  are  seized  and  claimed  as  forfeited,  as 
part  of  the  cargo,  the  onus  is  on  the  government  to  prove 
that  such  goods  were  part  of  the  cargo  on  board  at  the  time 
of  the  oflFence.     TT.  8.  v.  An  Open  Boat,  5  Mason,  232. 

107.  Every  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
is  presumed  correct,  and  it  lies  with  the  party  seeking  to  im- 
peach it,  to  plead  and  prove  the  facts  going  to  invalidate  it. 
Lee  V.  Ooohe,  1  Washb.  307. 

108.  A  plaintiff  must  prove  his  declaration ;  but  if  the 
defendant  admits  the  facts,  and  relies  on  another  fact  as  a 
bar  to  the  action,  the  onus  prdbandi  is  thrown  upon  him. 
Ross  V.  Oould,  5  Greenleaf,  204. 

109.  "  Whenever  a  fixed  and  undisputed  point  is  established 
by  either  party,  it  is  from  that  point  that  the  conflict  must 
commence,  whether  in  those  cases  where  the  allegations  are 
particular,  or  in  those  where  the  whole  matter  in  dispute  is 
open  upon  general  pleading.  Thus,  if  a  plaintiff  establishes 
a  possession  of  any  article  taken  from  him  by  the  defendant, 
and  the  defendant  asserts  a  right  of  property,  upon  which 
the  evidence  given  by  the  respective  parties  does  not  lead  to 
a  decisive  preponderance,  the  decision  should  be  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  his  possession  being  an  adequate  title,  until  a  su- 
perior property  is  proved  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence  on 
the  other  side."    2  Ev.  Pothier,  143,  144. 

110.  "Where  a  person  visibly  appearing  to  be  white  or  an 
Indian  is  claimed  as  a  slave,  the  presumption  arising  from 
his  color  is,  that  he  is  free,  and  the  onus  in  such  case  lies 
upon  the  claimant  to  show  that  he  is  a  slave.  But  where  the 
person  claimed  appears,  from  external  characteristics,  to  be 
a  negro,  the  contrary  presumption  prevails,  and  he  must 
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show  his  right  to  freedom.     Hudgins  v.  Wrights,  1  H.  &  M. 
133. 

111.  Upon  a  question  whether  the  vendor  of  property,  at 
the  time  of  sale,  did  disclose  certain  defects  which  it  was 
proved  he  knew,  the  onus  is  upon  the  party  charging  the 
fraud  to  prove  that  the  vendor  did  not  disclose,  for  fraud  is 
never  to  be  presumed  but  must  always  be  proved.  Fleming 
V.  Slocum,  18  Johns.  403. 

112.  Where  the  plaintiff,  in  proving  the  conversion  of 
property,  by  the  defendant,  at  the  same  time  proves  that  the 
defendant  said  he  was  acting  under  lawful  authority,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  such  authority. 
Braokett  v.  Hayden,  15  Maine,  (3  Shep.)  347. 

113.  Plaintiff  brought  his  action  against  the  First  Univer- 
salist  Society,  and  offered  in  evidence  a  note  signed  by  two 
persons,  who  described  themselves  as  a  committee  of  the  First 
Universalisf  Society.  Held,  that  the  evidence  was  incom- 
petent. Abbott  V.  First  Universalist  Society,  8  Foster,  QS. 
H.)  22. 

114.  An  agreement  made  by  a  debtor  with  his  creditors 
to  give  them  his  notes,  endorsed  for  Mtj  per  cent,  of  his  debts, 
and  their  agreement  to  receive  them  in  full  discharge  of  the 
whole,  is  a  good  accord  and  satisfaction.  But  where  the 
proof  shows  that  such  notes  were  to  be  in  discharge  only  if 
paid  at  maturity,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  defendant, 
in  pleading  such  accord  and  satisfaction,  to  show  that  they 
were  so  paid.     Dolsen  v.  Arnold,  10  How.  Pr.  528. 

115.  That  an  ofiBcer,  whose  duty  it  is  to  search  for  personal 
property  before  he  sells  real,  has  so  searched,  will  be  pre- 
sumed until  the  contrary  is  established.  Beeler''s  Heirs  v. 
Bullitt's  Heirs,  3  Marsh.  280, 

116.  A  deed  which  purports  to  be  executed  upon  a  pecu- 
niary consideration,  and  contains  an  acknowledgment  of  the 
receipt  of  it,  does  not  of  itself  furnish  evidence,  as  against 
existing  creditors,  that  a  consideration  was  in  fact  received. 
As  against  such  creditors,  who  have  levied  upon  the  land,  it 
is  to  be  regarded  as  a  mere  voluntary  conveyance  and  fraud- 
ulent, until  a  consideration  is  shown.  Kimhall  v.  Fenner, 
12  K  H.  248. 
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117.  Where  land  is  sold  under  afi.fa.,  and  a  deed  exe- 
cuted by  the  sheriflP,  the  court,  in  favor  of  the  purchaser  or 
those  claiming  under  him,  will  presume  a  levy.  Sternlerg 
et  at.  V.  Shaffer,  11  Johns.  513. 

118.  On  a  question  of  settlement,  where  a  woman  twelve 
months  after  her  first  husband  was  last  heard  of,  married  a 
second  husband,  and  had  children  by  him,  it  was  held,  on 
appeal  to  the  sessions,  that  the  onus  of  proving  that  her  first 
husband  was  not  dead  at  the  time  of  the  second  marriage, 
lay  on  the  party  who  objected  to  such  second  marriage  ;  for 
the  consequence  of  presuming  life  would  be  that  the  woman 
had  committed  bigamy.  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Twyning, 
2  Barn.  &  Adol.  386. 

119.  The  rule  is  general,  and  almost  without  an  excep- 
tion, that  officers  acting  under  oath,  or  in  whom  the  govern- 
ment reposes  a  trust,  are  presumed  to  have  done  their  duty, 
till  the  contrary  be  proved.  Thus,  where  it  was  the  duty  of 
an  officer  not  to  issue  a  grant  until  a  certain  warrant  had 
been  lodged  with  him,  the  court  presumed  that  he  had  the 
warrant,  from  the  fact  of  his  issuing  the  grant.  Hickman  v. 
Boffman,  Hard.  348. 

120.  In  Sawkins  v.  Barney's  Lessee,  5  Peters,  457,  469,  it 
was  decided  that  when  the  plaintiff's  title,  as  exhibited  by 
himself,  contains  an  exception,  and  shows  he  has  conveyed 
a  part,  and  it  is  uncertain  whether  the  defendants  are  in  pos- 
session of  the  land  not  conveyed,  the  onus  to  prove  the  de- 
fendant on  the  ungranted  part  is  on  the  plaintiff. 

121.  Where  the  plaintiff  predicates  his  title  to  lands  upon 
a  deed  executed,  by  two  femes  covert,  with  their  husbands, 
the  presumption  is  that  they  were  of  age ;  and  if  the  de- 
fendant would  avail  himself  of  their  infancy,  he  must  prove 
it.     Lessee  of  Battin  v.  Bigelow^  Pet.  0.  C.  452. 

122.  In  an  action  on  a  forth-coming  bond  in  Virginia,  it 
was  held  that  it  was  not  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
non-performance,  but  that  the  onus  lay  with  the  defendant 
to  show  a  delivery  of  the  goods.  Nichols  v.  Fletcher,  1 
Wash.  330. 

123.  Wliere  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  conversion  proved 
title  to  the  goods  down  to  the  time  when  they  came  into  the 
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hands  of  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  relied  upon  an  appa- 
rent title  in  another  party  from  whom  he  took  it  in  good  faith, 
held,  that  the  hurden  of  proof  ^SiS  on  the  defendant  to  show 
such  title  in  the  party  through  whom  he  claimed  as  would 
sustain  his  defence.  Brown  v.  Pedbody,  2  Abbott,  211. 
Decided  in  Court  of  Appeals,  Sept.,  1855. 

124.  Where  the  owner  sought  to  set  off  to  a  contractor's 
claim  for  work  upon  a  building  the  price  of  certain  lime, 
which  had  been  furnished  and  charged,  first  to  the  contractor, 
and  then  to  the  owner,  it  was  held,  that  to  establish  the  set- 
off, the  burden  of  proof  rested  upon  the  owner  to  show,  either 
that  he  had  paid  for  the  lime,  or  that  he,  and  not  the  con- 
tractor, was  liable  for  it.  Belshaw  v.  Colie,  1  Smith's  0.  P. 
E.  213. 

125.  "Where  a  purchaser,  through  sale  under  a  judgment 
and  execution,  sues  as  such  to  recover  the  property  purchased, 
he  must,  in  general,  produce  the  judgment,  execution,  &c., 
for  they  are  parts  of  his  title.  This  is  so,  whether  the  pro- 
perty be  real  or  personal.  Yates  v.  St.  John  &  Van  Alstyne, 
12  Wend.  74. 

126.  One  who  alleges  error,  as  the  basis  of  his  action,  must 
show  it,  or  show,  at  least,  that  the  evidence  of  it  is  exclu- 
sively in  the  power  of  his  adversary.  Labolais  v.  Bernard,  6 
N.  S.  207 ;  Palfrey  v.  Stinson,  11  Lou.  80  ;  Union  Bank  v. 
Eyde,  7  E.  418. 

127.  Where  an  estate  is  claimed  by  a  collateral,  who 
denies  that  there  are  ascendants  or  descendants,  he  is  not 
bound  to  prove  that  there  were  no  descendants,  for  that  is  a 
negative  ;  but  he  must  prove  the  death  of  the  ascendants,  or 
show  that  more  than  one  hundred  years  have  elapsed  since 
their  birth,  in  which  case  their  death  is  presumed.  Owens  v. 
Mitchell,  5  !N".  S.  668  ;  Bernardine  v.  Lespinasse,  6  N.  S.  96. 

128.  Where,  in  an  action  on  a  note,  defendant  claims  credit 
for  a  sum  proved  to  have  been  paid  to  plaintiff,  but  the  latter 
alleges  that  the  payment  was  made  in  discharge  of  another 
debt,  it  is  for  plaintiff  to  show  that  he  was  the  holder  of 
another  obligation,  which  had  been,  or  ought  to  have  been 
credited  with  the  amount.    Mann  v.  Major,  6  E.  476. 

129.  The  omission  of  the  plaintiff  to  establish  the  facts 
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essential  to  make  ont  his  case,  must  produce  the  same  effect, 
■whether  such  facts  be  set  forth  in  his  petition,  or  their  proof 
be  rendered  necessary  by  the  nature  of  the  defence.  Holli- 
day  V.  Marionneaux,  9  E.  504. 

130.  Proof  of  marriage  de  facto,  is  enough  to  cast  the 
onus  upon  the  party  asserting  the  invalidity  of  the  marriage, 
to  show  that  it  was  not  solemnized  according  to  the  law  of 
the  country  or  state  where  it  took  place.  Raynham  v.  Can- 
ton, 3  Pick.  293. 

131.  Where  a  plaintiff  sold  to  the  defendants  a  cargo, 
estimated  at  37,000  lbs.,  the  defendants  agreeing  to  have  the 
same  weighed  and  render  an  account,  and  if  the  cargo  turned 
out  to  be  less,  the  plaintiff  was  to  pay  back  the  deficiency 
^0  rata,  and  if  greater,  they  were  to  pay  for  the  surplus ; 
the  defendants  having  so  managed  as  to  leave  it  uncertain 
what  the  quantity  was:  Held,  that  the  general  estimates 
made  by  the  witnesses  should  be  taken  most  strongly  against 
him.     Jones  v.  Murray,  3  Monroe,  83,  86. 

132.  Where  a  person  agrees  to  sell  and  convey  a  share  in 
a  steamboat  for  a  certain  sum,  and  receives  drafts  to  a  greater 
amount  than  the  price  agreed  on,  in  a  suit  against  him  for  a 
recovery  of  the  price,  on  his  failing  to  convey,  he  is  bound  to 
prove  that  the  whole  of  the  price  has  not  been  collected. 
McAllist-er  v.  Srodes,  14  Lou.  442. 

133.  A  promise  to  pay  presupposes  a  consideration.  It  is 
for  the  party  seeking  to  avoid  the  promise  to  show  that  there 
was  none.  Barrow  v.  Cazeaux,  5  Lou.  Y2;  Marigny  v. 
Union  Bank,  12  E.  283. 

134.  If  a  defendant  admits  the  facts  alleged  against  him, 
and  pleads  and  relies  on  another  fact  as  a  bar  to  the  action, 
then  the  onus  prdbandi  is  thrown  upon  him,  and  he  must 
prove  this  fact.    Boss  v.  Gould,  5  Greenleaf,  204. 

135.  Where  a  passenger  on  a  rail-road  is  injured,  the  bur- 
den of  proving  that  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  the  rail-road  company  or  its  servants,  rests  upon  the  party 
seeking  to  recover  damages  therefor.  Holhrooh  et  ux.  v. 
TJtica  and  Schenectady  B.  B.  Co.,  2  Kernan,  236. 

136.  Where  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  slave  as  forfeited  by 
the  defendant,  upon  the  ground  that  the  defendant,  a  widow, 
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to  w£om  the  slave  had  been  assigned  as  dower,  removed 
such  slave  from  Virginia  without  the  consent  of  the  rever- 
sioner, contrary  to  the  law  of  that  state,  it  was  held  incum- 
bent on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  reversioner  did  not 
consent.     Hicks  et  ux.  v.  Ma/riin,  9  M.  4T. 

137.  "Where  a  field-driver,  chosen  at  an  annual  town  meet- 
ing, was  sued  in  trespass  for  taking  cattle  found  going  at  large 
without  a  keeper,  and  impounding  the  same,  it  was  held 
that  such  field-driver  was  not  bound  to  produce  a  record  of 
a  vote  of  the  town,  prescribing  the  time  and  manner  of  noti- 
fying town  meetings,  but  that  the  notification  would  be  pre- 
sumed legal  until  the  plaintiff  should  prove  the  contrary ; 
or  that  the  notice  was  so  unreasonable  as  to  raise  a  presump- 
tion of  fraud  on  the  part  of  those  by  whom  the  meeting  was 
called.     Oilmore  v.  Holt  et  al.,  4  Pick.  258. 

138.  In  ISTew-York,  where  an  objection  was  taken  to  the 
competency  of  a  witness  on  the  ground  of  his  having  been 
convicted  of  felony,  and  it  was  shown  that  the  record  of  con- 
viction was  destroyed,  parol  evidence  was  held  inadmissible, 
inasmuch  as  the  transcript,  required  by  1  R.  L.  462,  K.  &  E., 
to  be  sent  to  the  court  of  exchequer,  was  the  next  best  evi- 
dence ;  and  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  district  attorney 
had  done  his  duty,  and  that  the  transcript  had  been  duly 
filed  by  him.     Hilts  v.  Colvin,  14  Johns.  182. 

139.  On  appeal  from  a  court  of  probate,  which  decides  for 
a  will,  the  appellee  shall  open  and  close  the  case,  because 
such  would  be  the  course  on  a  declaration  at  law  founded 
upon  rights  conferred  by  the  will ;  and  besides,  the  onus  of 
proof  as  to  the  execution  of  the  will  lies  upon  him  who 
affirms  that  a  will  was  made.  Comstook  v.  Hadlyme,  8 
Conn.  234. 

140.  The  statute  attaching  on  the  fact  of  seven  years'  ab- 
sence from  the  state,  raises  the  presumption  of  death,  which, 
however,  may  be  rebutted  by  proof  that  the  absentee  has 
been  alive  within  that  period.  Wambough  v.  Sohanh,  1 
Penn.  229. 

141.  Seven  years'  absence  from  the  state  is  reasonable 
ground  for  presuming  death.  Woods  v.  Woods''  AdirCr,  2 
Bay,  476, 


AUTHENTICATION  AND   PEOOF   OF  EECOKDS, 
AND  WKITINGS  NOT  JUDICIAL. 

(a.)  Proof  of  Records. 

(b.)  Proof  of  PuhUoWritings  not  Judicial,  Deeds,  c&c. 

(c.)  Proof  of  Wills. 

(d.)  Generally. 


(a.)    Proof  of  Records. 

1.  A  judgment  cannot  be  proven  by  the  transcript  filed  in 
a  county  clerk's  office  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  docketed 
there.     Raudly  v.  Oreene,  15  Barb.  601. 

2.  In  authenticating  a  public  record  from  another  state,  the 
judge  should  certify  to  the  genuineness  and  authenticity  of 
the  recorder's  certificate,  and  the  clerk  to  that  of  the  judge. 
Marlchor  v.  Aldrich,  1  Abbott,  55. 

3.  If  the  statute  requires  that  the  certificate  should  be 
under  the  official  seal  of  the  functionary  authorized,  his 
certificate,  without  such  seal,  will  be  a  nullity.  Miller  v. 
Senshaw,  4  Dana,  329. 

4.  All  that  is  required  in  respect  to  the  frame  of  certificates 
is  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  law  under  which  they 
are  made.  When  substance  is  found,  it  is  neither  the  duty 
nor  inclination  of  courts  to  jeopardize  titles  in  any  way  de- 
pending upon  them,  by  severe  criticisms  upon  their  language. 
Merritt  v.  Stanton,  2  Cowen,  552. 

5.  An  examined  or  sworn  copy  is,  in  general,  to  be  proved 
such  by  one  who  has  compared  it  with  the  original.  Kerns 
V.  Swojpe,  2  Watts,  T6. 

6.  A  clerk's  certificate,  that  a  transcript  from  another  state 
is  a  true  and  complete  transcript,  followed  by  the  judge's 
certificate  that  the  clerk  was,  at  the  date  of  certificate,  the 
clerk  of  the  court,  and  that  the  certificate  is  in  due  form,  is 
sufficient.     Pleasants  v.  Botts.  5  N.  S.  129. 
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I.  A  transcript  of  the  record  of  a  judgment  against  the 
husband  is  not  admissible  evidence  against  the  wife,  under  a 
bill  filed  in  the  name  of  the  husband  and  wife,  concerning 
her  separate  estate.    Miohan  v.  Wyatt,  21  Ala.  813. 

8.  A  copy  of  an  answer  in  chancery,  served  on  the  plain- 
tiflf's  solicitor  as  such,  cannot  be  given  in  eviderjce  in  a  subse- 
quent suit  between  the  same  parties,  unless  proved  by  a 
witness  who  has  compared  the  copy,  line  for  line,  with  the 
original,  or  who  has  examined  the  copy  while  another  person 
read  the  original.     Kellogg  v.  Kellogg,  6  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  116. 

9.  The  certificate  of  a  clerk  of  the  inferior  court,  in  relation 
to  any  matter  pertaining  to  his  office,  is  not  competent  evi 
dence,  unless  certified  under  his  hand  and  seal  of  office,  if 
there  be  one  ;  if  not,  then  under  his  private  seal.     Thomas- 
son  V.  DrisTcell,  13  Geo.  253. 

10.  The  courts  of  this  state  are  not  bound  to  know  the 
clerks  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  in  other  states ;  nor 
will  any  greater  weight  or  authority  be  given  to  their  certifi- 
cates and  official  acts  than  to  those  of  the  clerks  of  the  state 
courts  of  such  states.  United  States  v.  W.  S.  Bank,  11  K. 
418. 

II.  Where  a  record  is  used  as  evidence,  presumptions  are 
always  favorable  to  it.     Nelson  v.  Moon,  3  McLean,  319. 

12.  Any  variance  between  the  judgment  described  in  the 
declaration  from  that  of  the  record,  will  exclude  the  record 
from  being  received  as  evidence.  Buydam  v.  Aldrich,  3 
McLean,  383. 

13.  "Where  the  plaintifi"s  claimed  indemnity  against  a 
certain  judgment  recovered  against  them  in  Havana,  which 
they  had  paid,  the  whole  record  need  not  be  produced ;  but 
extracts  showing  the  recovery  and  satisfaction  are  admissible 
and  ^ima  facie  sufficient.     Packard  v.  Hill,  1  Cowen,  434. 

14.  If  the  clerk  certify  that  the  paper  is  a  copy  of  the 
record  merely,  this  imports  that  is  a  copy  of  the  whole. 

Yoris  V.  Smith,  13  Serg.  &  Eawle,  135. 

15.  The  seals  of  courts  are  allowed  to  prove  themselves. 
Delafieldy.  Hand,  3  Johns.  310 ;  Dunlap  v.  Waldo,  6 IST.  H.  453. 

16.  The  seals  of  private  courts  and  private  persons  must 
be  proved.     Church  v.  Hubba/rd,  2  Cranch,  239. 
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17.  The  seal  of  a  bank  must  be  proved.  Leasure  v.  Hille 
gos,  7  Serg.  &  Eawle,  313. 

18.  The  seal  of  an  incorporated  hospital  must  be  proved. 
Jackson  v.  Pratt,  10  Johns.  381. 

19.  The  seals  of  all  foreign  incorporations  must  be  proved. 
Cliew  V.  Keck,  4  Bawle,  163. 

20.  Seals  must  be  proved  by  some  one  who  knows  the  de- 
vice.   Y  Serg.  &  Eawle,  313,  318. 

21.  Where  it  is  not  made  to  appear  by  the  certificate, 
either  of  the  clerk  or  judge  in  a  sister  state,  that  the  county 
in  which  the  proceedings  were  had  is  included  in  the  judicial 
circuit,  within  which  the  judge  presides,  the  authentication 
is  insufficient  to  admit  the  record  in  evidence.  Elliott  v. 
McClelland,  17  Ala.  206. 

22.  The  certificate  of  a  judge  to  the  exemplification  of  a 
record  of  another  state,  that  the  attestation  of  the  clerk  "  is 
in  due  form,"  is  sufficient  to  admit  such  exemplification  in 
evidence,  notwithstanding  the  judge  may  not  certify,  in  so 
many  words,  to  the  official  character  of  the  clerk.  Linch  v. 
McLemore,  15  Ala.  632. 

23.  In  order  to  make  a  certified  copy  from  the  secretary 
of  state,  of  an  act  of  assembly  of  another  state,  admissible 
in  evidence  under  the  law  of  North  Carolina,  it  is  sufficient 
that  the  seal  of  the  state  be  attached  to  the  certificate  re- 
quired from  the  "governor;  it  need  not  be  attached  to  the 
certificate  of  the  secretary.  The  State  v.  Cheek,  13  Ired. 
IM. 

24.  The  copy  of  a  copy  is  not  admissible,  whatever  be  the 
mode  of  authentication.     Lincoln  v.  Battelle,  1  Dall.  64. 

25.  It  is  indispensable  that  the  judge  should  state,  in  his 
certificate,  that  the  attestation  of  the  clerk  is  in  due  form. 
Craig  v.  Brown,  1  Peters'  C.  C.  352. 

26.  Also  certify  the  official  character  of  the  clerk.  Bar- 
lour  V.  ^atts,  2  Marsh.  292. 

27.  The  probate  of  a  will  is  a  judicial  proceeding,  and  is 
to  be  authenticated  according  to  the  act  of  Congress  of  1790. 
Balfour  v.  Chew,  5  N.  S.  519. 

28.  On  an  indictment  for  a  nuisance  in  obstructing  a  high- 
way, a  part  of  the  record  of  the  survey  of  the  road,  giving 
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the  course  and  distance  across  a  particular  section  only, 
cannot  be  read  in  evidence,  without  permitting  the  whole 
record  to  go  to  the  jury.     Moore  v.  People.  2  Doug.  420. 

29.  Decrees  in  chancery  are  not  evidence  against  one  who 
was  no  party  to  the  suit.  Landly  v.  Beauohamp,  8  B. 
Mpn.  493. 

30.  Whenever  it  is  the  practice  of  the  clerks  to  extend 
the  judgments  of  the  courts  from  the  minutes  and  papers  on 
file,  the  record  thus  extended  is  deemed  by  the  court  the 
original  record ;  and  no  question  will  be  allowed  to  be  inci- 
dentally made,  in  relation  either  to  the  existence  or  the  form 
of  such  record,  when  a  copy,  duly  authenticated,  is  produced, 
in  proof.     Willard  v.  Harvey,  4  Foster,  (IST.  H.)  344. 

31.  The  record  of  proceedings  in  a  partition  among  certain 
heirs,  is  evidence  of  the  fact  of  partition,  but  not  of  the  heir- 
ship of  the  parties,  which  must  be  proved  aliunde.  Archer 
V.  Bacon,  12  Mis.  149. 

32.  A  petition  for  land  addressed  to  a  Spanish  governor, 
with  his  signature  according  it,  is  considered  as  a  record  in 
this  state,  and  proves  itself  without  any  seal  being  aifixed,  or 
any  proof  of  the  signature  of  the  governor.  Hayes  v.  Ber- 
wicJc,  2  M.  139. 

33.  A  copy  of  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States,  although  not  made  in  a  case  between  the  parties  to 
the  suit  in  which  the  evidence  is  ofiered,  is  the  only  legal 
testimony  to  prove  the  facts  stated  in  the  decree.  Hammatt 
v.  Emirson,  27  Maine,  (14  Sbep.)  308. 

34.  The  certificate  to  the  record  of  a  judgment  rendered 
in  one  state  to  be  used  in  another  by  the  first  justice,  is  not 
sufficient,  under  the  act  of  congress,  unless  it  appear  that  the 
first  justice  is  the  chief  justice  or  presiding  magistrate. 
Hudson  V.  Daily,  13  Ala.  722. 

36.  A  transcript  of  the  docket  of  a  justice,  proved  by  him- 
self to  be  a  copy,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  a  judgment  ren- 
dered by  him,  and  the  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
fact  that  he  is  a  justice.  Hills  v.  Blair,  14  Penn.  State  E. 
(2  Harris,)  413. 

36.  As  to  proof  of  records,  this  is  done  either  by  mere 
production,  of  the  records,  or  by  a  copy.     Copies  of  re- 
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cords  are,  1st.  Exemplification.  2d.  Copies  made  by  an 
authorized  officer.  3d.  Sworn  copies.  Exemplifications  are 
either,  1st.  Under  the  great  seal,  or,  2d.  Under  the  seal  of 
the  particular  court  where  the  record  remains.  An  exem- 
plification under  the  great  seal  is  said  to  be  of  itself  a  record, 
of  the  greatest  validity.     1  Gilb.  Ev.  by  Lofft.  19. 

37.  The  record  of  a  judgment,  properly  certified,  is  evi- 
dence of  the  fact  that  such  judgment  has  been  rendered 
against  strangers,  as  well  as  parties  and  privies.  Sarris  v. 
Taylor,  13  Ala.  324. 

38.  A  copy  cannot  be  received  in  evidence,  unless  the 
witness  producing  it  make  oath  that  he  compared  the  copy 
with  the  original.     Catlin  v.  Tfnderhill,  4  McLean,  199. 

39.  Under  the  act  of  congress  of  2Gth  May,  1790,  pro- 
viding that  records  and  judicial  proceedings  shall  be  proved 
by  the  attestation  of  the  clerk  and  seal  of  the  court  annexed, 
together  with  the  certificate  of  the  judge  that  the  attestation 
is  in  due  form,  a  copy  certified  by  a  surrogate,  who  acted  as 
his  own  clerk,  under  his  official  seal,  but  without  his  certifi- 
cate that  the  attestation  is  in  due  form,  is  not  admissible  in 
evidence.     II. 

40.  The  statute  of  the  United  States,  passed  May  26th, 
1790,  provides,  "  that  the  records  and  judicial  proceedings  of 
any  state  shall  be  proved  or  admitted  in  any  other  court 
within  the  United  States,  by  the  attestation  of  the  clerk  and 
the  seal  of  the  court  annexed,  if  there  be  a  seal,  together 
with  a  certificate  of  the  judge,  chief  justice  or  presiding 
magistrate,  as  the  case  may  be,  that  the  said  attestation  is  in 
due  form.  And  the  said  records  and  judicial  proceedings, 
authenticated  as  aforesaid,  shall  have  such  credit  and  faith 
given  to  them  in  every  court  within  the  United  States,  as 
they  have  by  law  or  usage  in  the  courts  of  the  state  from 
whence  the  said  records  are  or  shall  be  taken."  By  act 
passed  March  17th,  1804,  this  provision  is  extended  to  the 
territories  of  the  United  States  and  countries  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States. 

41.  In  Ohio  a  justice's  judgment  of  a  neighboring  state  is 
not  there  provable  under  the  act  of  congress,  but  may  be  es- 
tablished by  an  examined  copy ;  {Silver  Lak&  Bank  v.  Mar- 
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din,  1  Wright,  430 ;)  or  a  transcript  properly  authenticated. 
Silver  LaTce  Bank  v.  Hardin,  5  Ham.  546. 

42.  The  original  record  of  a  judgment  rendered  by  the 
Supreme  Court  in  Vermont,  is  competent  evidence  in  the 
County  Com-t,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  such  judgment. 
Paul  V.  Slason,  22  Vt.  (7  Washb.)  231. 

43.  "Where  a  record  of  a  judgment  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction 
is  introduced  as  evidence,  the  court  will  admit  evidence  of 
the  laws  of  such  jurisdiction  to  explain  such  record,  and  its 
validity  or  invalidity  will  be  determined  accordingly.  Molton 
V.  GUason,  6  Foster,  {E.  H.)  501. 

44.  The  statute,  in  New- York,  requiring  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  when  removing  from  the  town  in  which  he  was 
elected,  to  deposit  his  docket-book  with  the  town  clerk,  is 
merely  directory ;  and  his  omission  to  do  so  will  not  operate 
to  the  prejudice  of  a  party,  or  prevent  the  docket  from  being 
received  in  evidence.  Carshore  v.  Huyck,  6  Barb.  Sup.  Ct. 
683. 

45.  The  docket  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  a  transcript 
from  such  docket  of  the  proceedings  in  a  suit  in  which  the 
justice  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  and  of  the  person 
of  the  defendant,  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  facts  therein 
stated,  and,  in  a  suit  upon  the  judgment  rendered  by  the 
justice,  cannot  be  contradicted  by  parol  evidence.  Hard  v. 
Shi;pman,  6  Barb.  Sup.  Ot.  621. 

46.  A  justice's  transcript,  certified  by  his  successor,  was, 
though  objected  to,  admitted  in  evidence.  Held,  that  the 
admission  of  the  transcript  (the  record  not  showing  the  ground 
of  the  objection)  could  not  be  said  to  be  improper.  Parker 
V.  The  State,  8  Blackf.  292. 

4T.  A  justice's  docket,  though  evidence  that  a  judgment 
therein  entered  was  obtained  by  A.  against  B.,  is  not  evidence 
in  C.'s  action  against  A.,  that  0.  served  the  summons,  nor 
of  the  amount  of  the  fees.  Reynolds  v.  Brown,  15  Barb. 
24. 

48.  The  seals  are  part  of  the  courts,  supposed  to  be  known 
to  every  one,  as  is  every  public  law.  Den  v.  Vreelandt,  2 
Halst.  352. 

49.  Where  the  seal  was  so  indistinct  that  it  could  not  be 

19 
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recognised  as  the  seal  of  any  court,  the  record  was  rejected. 
State  V.  Shaw,  3  Hawks,  185. 

50.  An  exempMcation  of  a  record  of  a  suit  from  a  court 
in  another  county,  not  between  the  same  parties,  is  not  ad- 
missible in  evidence,  nor  is  proof  of  its  contents.  Siggins 
V.  Brown,  12  Geo.  271. 

51.  The  pendency  of  a  suit  in  a  court  of  record  can  only 
be  proved  by  record  evidence.  Smiley  v.  Dewey,  17  Ohio, 
156. 

52.  A  rule  setting  aside  a  judgment  record,  without  being 
enrolled  or  entered  of  record,  is  not  competent  evidence  to 
disprove  the  existence  of  the  judgment.  MoKnight\.  Dun- 
lop,  4  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  36. 

53.  The  surrogate's  record  of  the  proofs  of  a  will  are  ad- 
missible to  show  that  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  was 
not  examined  on  the  probate.  Caw  v.  Robertson,  1  Selden, 
(K  Y.)  125. 

54.  Tlie  certificate  of  a  presiding  judge  in  Indiana,  relative 
to  proceedings  before  his  predecessor,  was  held  admissible  in 
Iowa.     Young  v.  Thayer,  1  Iowa,  (Greene,)  196. 

55.  The  proceedings  of  a  foreign  court  may  be  proved  by 
a  sworn  copy.     Lincoln  v.  Battelle,  6  "Wend.  476. 

56.  An  execution  under  which  a  party  justifies  may  be 
proved  by  the  original  or  a  certified  copy.  Truitt  v.  ReviU, 
i  Harringt.  71. 

57.  The  record  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  im- 
ports verity,  and  cannot  be  contradicted.  Douglass  v.  Mo- 
Kwire,  19  Conn.  489. 

58.  In  the  certificate  of  a  clerk  of  the  court,  the  words 
"my  seal  of  office"  are  synonymous  with  "the  seal  of  the 
court."     McLain  v.  Smith,  17  Mis.  (2  Bennett,)  49. 

59.  Clerks  of  court  cannot  certify  any  thing  done  in  the 
prosecution  of  a  suit,  otherwise  than  by  a  copy  of  the  minutes 
or  records,  unless  specially  authorized  by  law.  Succession 
of  Bowles,  3E.  33. 

60.  The  certificate  of  a  judge  of  probate,  or  of  the  clerk 
of  a  county  court,  is  not  competent  evidence  to  show  that  a 
person  is  a  public  administrator.  These  oflBcers  can  only 
certify  to  the  correctness  of  copies  of  records  of  their  several 
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courts,  showing  the  appointment.     Littleton  v.  Christy,  11 
Mis.  390. 

61.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  judge  should  repeat  in  his 
certificate  what  his  very  act  implies.  Newman  v.  Ooza,  2 
An.  646. 

62.  The  record  of  an  appraisal  and  proceedings  to  take  land 
under  a  rail-road  charter  is  iprima  facie  evidence  of  the  ju- 
risdictional facts  stated  in  it,  and  conclusive  evidence  of  every 
other  fact  required  to  be  and  actually  recited  in  it.  Adcmvs 
V.  Saratoga  and  Washington  Bail-Itoad  Company,  11  Barb. 
414. 

63.  A  duly  authenticated  copy  of  a  judgment  record  of  a 
court  of  a  sister  state,  in  a  suit  where  it  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  parties  and  subject-matter,  is  conclusive  evidence  in  a 
suit  in  the  courts  of  this  state  between  the  parties  or  their 
privies  concerning  the  same  subject-matter,  on  all  questions 
litigated  and  decided  in  the  foreign  courts.  Ddbson  v. 
Pearce,  2  Kernan,  157. 

64.  If  the  record  does  not  show  that  the  court  obtained 
jurisdiction,  parol  evidence  is  incompetent  to  supply  the 
omission.    Noyes  v.  Butler,  6  Barb.  613. 

65.  A  copy  of  a  paper  duly  filed  in  the  office  of  the  town 
clerk,  and  a  transcript  from  the  town  records,  certified  by 
the  town  clerk,  is  competent  as  evidence  under  the  statute  ; 
(1  K.  S.  400,  §  16 ;)  but  his  certificate  that  A.,  B.  and  C. 
were  declared  duly  elected  inspectors  of  election,  and  that 
no  others  had  been  elected  in  their  stead,  and  that  no  ap- 
pointment of  any  others  had  been  filed  in  his  office,  is  in- 
competent. A  copy  of  the  statement  of  the  result  of  the 
town  election,  entered  in  the  minutes  kept  by  him,  (1  E.  S. 
393,  §  15,)  and  certified  by  him,  is  evidence.  The  People  v. 
Cooh,  14  Barb.  259. 

^%.  The  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  is  not  a  foreign 
tribunal,  so  as  to  require  its  judgments  to  be  proven  as  facts, 
but  its  judgments  under  its  seal  are  admissible  in  evidence, 
the  seal  proving  itself  like  the  seals  of  state  courts.  Williams 
<7.  Wilkes,  14  Penn.  State  K.  (2  Harris,)  228. 

67.  Where  a  clerk  pro  teimpore  takes  brief  notes  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  meeting  at  which  he  is  appointed,  for  the 
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purpose  of  a  more  extended  record  being  made  therefrom, 
until  such  extended  record  is  made,  the  minutes  are  evidence 
in  the  nature  of  a  record.     Waters  v.  Oillert,  2  Oush.  27. 

68.  A  transcript  of  the  judgment,  certified  in  due  form  by 
the  clerk,  is  admissible  in  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  in  a  suit 
against  the  securities  for  costs,  although  he  is  entitled  to  a 
portion  of  the  costs  sought  to  be  recovered.  Pryor  v.  Beck, 
21  Ala.  393. 

69.  Where,  to  prove  a  judgment,  a  record  was  produced, 
showing  that  the  judgment  was  not  signed,  a  second  copy  of 
the  judgment,  showing  it  to  have  been  signed,  is  admissible 
to  correct  the  error.     Dangerfidd  v.  Thruston,  8  E".  S.  237. 

70.  The  form  of  the  certificate  attesting  the  judgment  of  a 
court  of  another  state,  depends  on  the  usage  of  the  state 
whence  the  record  comes  ;  and  if  the  judge  certifies  that  it/ 
is  in  due  form,  this  will  be  sufficient,  without  setting  out  the 
form.     Begem  v.  McCormick,  4  Harringt.  435. 

71.  A  record  of  a  court  of  one  state  is  not  duly  authenti- 
■cated  under  the  act  of  congress,  26th  May,  1790,  and  admis- 
sible in  the  courts  of  another  state,  unless  the  certificate  of  the 
judge  avers  that  the  attestation  of  the  clerk  is  in  due  form. 
Wilhurn  v.  Hall,  16  Mis.  (1  Bennett,)  426. 

72.  Where  a  clerk  certified  that  an  instrument  was  a  copy 
of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  A.,  and  that  it  had  been 
duly  proven,  &c.,  it  was  held  to  be  a  bad  authentication,  as 
the  clerk  had  no  right  to  certify  what  was  contained  in  the 
record,  but  should  have  certified  a  copy  of  the  record.  Oor- 
nelison  v.  Browning,  9  B.  Mon.  50. 

73.  A  record,  in  order  to  be  valid,  must  have  the  seal  of 
the  court  annexed  to  it.     Cowhick  v.  Gunn,  2  HI.  417. 

74.  Where  a  cause  has  been  removed  from  one  court  to 
another,  the  record  of  the  removal  is  not  proper  evidence  to 
be  submitted  to  the  jury.   Bumgarner  v.  Manney,  10  Ired.  121. 

75.  E.  prosecuted  S.  for  stealing  a  slave  ;  S.  afterwards 
recovered  the  same  slave,  in  an  action  at  law,  from  E.  And 
afterwards  S.  brought  an  action  of  malicious,  prosecution 
against  E.    Held,  that  the  record  of  the  suit  in  which  the 

■    slave  was  recovered  was  admissible  evidence.    Ewing  v. 
Smdford,  21  Ala.  157. 
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76.  Wliere  certified  copies  of  records  are  offered  in  evi- 
dence, it  should  appear  that  the  ofiicer,  by  whom  they  pur- 
port to  be  certified,  had  the  right  to  the  custody  of  the 
records,  and  power  to  authenticate  copies.  Woods  v.  Banks, 
14  K  H.  101. 

77.  The  certificate  should  be,  according  to  the  words  of 
the  law,  by  the  judge,  i.  e.,  the  judge  of  the  court  in  which 
the  judgment  was  given.  The  use  of  the  definite  article 
implies  the  idea  of  a  judge,  who  alone  constitutes  the  court. 
If  the  court  has  more  than  one  member,  none  can  certify  but 
the  chief  or  presiding  one.  And  the  certificate  should  con- 
tain intrinsic  evidence  that  the  person  certifying  was  a  judge 
of  the  court  in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered ;  and  not 
only  so,  but  that  he  was  the  sole,  chief  or  presiding  judge,  as 
^the  case  may  be.     Kirtland  v.  Smith,  2  M.  497,  498. 

78.  The  reasons  for  a  new  trial  are  such  a  part  of  the  record 
that  they  may  be  read  where  the  record  itself  is  evidence. 
Levers  v.  Yan  BusMrJc,  4  Barr,  309.    » 

79.  The  record  of  a  former  recovery  in  ejectment  is  admis' 
sible  in  evidence  between  the  same  parties.    li. 

80.  The  certificate  of  the  judge  of  a  court  that  an  attesting 
officer  of  a  record  is  clerk  of  the  court,  should  also  state  that 
the  attestation  is  in  due  form,  or  the  transcript  will  not  be 
admitted.     Shown  v.  Barr,  11  Ired.  296. 

81.  In  Massachusetts,  a  volume  purporting  on  its  face  to 
contain  the  laws  of  a  sister  state,  is  admissible.  Sainham 
V.  Canton,  3  Pick.  293 ;  State  v.  Dade,  1  Chip.  303.  The 
same  doctrine  prevails  in  Kentucky.  ClarJc's  Adm'r  v. 
Rucker,  7  B.  Mon.  585.  Also  in  Virginia.  Taylor's  Adm'r 
V.  The  Bank  of  Alexandria,  5  Leigh,  471. 

82.  The  clerk's  certificate  need  not  expressly  state  that  the 
transcript  is  a  copy  of  the  whole  proceedings.  His  certificate 
that  the  transcript  is  truly  copied  from  the  record  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  court,  and  it  appearing  to  be  a  complete 
record,  is  enough.     Mudd  v.  Beauchamf,  Litt.  Sel.  Oa.  142. 

83.  Where  the  clerk  certified  "that  the  aforegoing  is  truly 
taken  from  the  record  of  the  proceedings  ".  of  his  court,  and 
this  was  accompanied  by  the  certificate  of  the  judge,  as  re- 
quired, held,  that  the  document  so  authenticated  must  be 
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presumed  to  contain  a  full  copy  of  all  the  proceedings  in  the 
case,  and  so  was  admissible.  Ferguson  r.  Harwood,  Y 
Cranch,  408,  410,  412. 

84.  The  acts  of  congi-ess  relative  to  the  authentication  of 
public  acts,  records  and  judicial  proceedings,  have  no  refer- 
ence to  inferior  tribunals,  created  by  municipal  law,  such  as 
justices  of  the  peace  ;  and  the  method  of  authenticating  the 
correctness  of  a  justice's  transcript  is  left  to  the  statutory 
regulations  of  the  respective  states,  and  should  conform  to 
the  law  of  the  state  in  which  they  are  to  be  adduced  in  evi- 
dence.    Gay  V.  Lloyd,  1  Iowa,  (Greene,)  78. 

85.  When  the  certificate  to  a  record  is  signed  by  a  person 
who  styles  himself  judge  of  a  court,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
he  should  state  he  is  sole  judge.  Dismukes  v.  Musgrove,  2 
Lou.  338. 

86.  "Where,  in  a  debt  on  a  judgment  obtained  in  a  county 
court  of  Yirginia  against  the  defendant,  as  bail  of  J.,  a  copy 
of  the  judgment  against  J.  and  the  defendant,  purported  to 
be  authenticated  under  the  act  of  congress,  was  produced, 
but  the  certificate  of  the  cler£  merely  stated  the  same  to  be 
a  correct  transcript  of  the  judgment  against  J.,  without  men- 
tioning the  defendant ;  held,  that  such  certificate  did  not 
authenticate  the  proceedings  against  the  defendant.  Umidemr 
herger  v.  Sosseau,  2  Const.  Kep.  743. 

87.  Where  a  surrogate,  upon  an  appeal  from  his  order, 
states  in  his  return  the  facts  in  regard  to  the  claims  against 
the  decedent's  estate,  the  evidence  of  those  facts  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  legal  and  sufficient ;  the  respondent  may 
compel  a  further  return  from  the  surrogate,  showing  the  evi- 
dence of  the  facts.     Kirlyy^.  Carpenter,  7  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  373. 

88.  The  seal  of  the  court  must  be  annexed  to  the  certificate 
of  the  clerk ;  its  being  annexed  to  the  certificate  of  the  pre- 
siding judge  will  not  answer.  Turner  v.  Waddington,  3 
Wash.  C.  0.  126. 

89.  The  same  credit  is  to  be  given  to  the  seal  as  is  given 
in  England  to  the  seals  of  their  own  courts.  Dunla{p  v. 
Waldo,  6  K  H.  450,  453. 

90.  A  probate  record  cannot  be  introdiiced  as  evidence  to 
show  what  the  party  to  an  action  had  previously  said  or 
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verbally  sworn  to ;  such  facts  can  only  be  proved  by  the 
sworn  testimony  of  some  one  who  heard  him  make  the  state- 
ment, and  then  his  words  must  be  given,  and  not  the  infer- 
ences that  may  be  drawn  from  them.  Marshall  v.  Adams, 
11  111.  ST. 

91.  An  omission  to  state,  in  the  certificate  appended  to  an 
exemplification  of  a  will  and  of  the  probate  thereof  in  an- 
other state,  that  the  judge  who  certifies  to  the  correctness  of 
the  copy  is  the  presiding  judge,  is  immaterial,  where  it  is 
well  known  that  the  probate  courts  of  that  state  are  com- 
posed of  but  a  single  judge.  Act  of  Congress  of  26th  May, 
1790 ;  Jones  v.  Hunter,  6  R.  235. 

92.  If  the  court  whose  doings  are  sought  to  be  proved  is 
so  constituted  that  it  cannot  comply  with  the  requisition  of 
the  act  of  congress  for  lack  of  a  clerk  or  other  requisite,  its 
proceedings  cannot  be  authenticated  in  this  mode ;  and  hence 
may  be  proved  as  if  such  court  were  strictly  foreign.  Kean 
V.  Rice,  12  Serg.  &  Eawle,  203. 

93.  Where,  in  an  action  upon  a  recognizance,  the  record 
to  be  proved  is  a  record  of  the  court  before  which  the  proof 
is  to  be  made,  the  regular  course  is  to  make  the  proof  by  a 
production  and  inspection  of  the  record ;  and  evidence  is 
not  admissible  to  contradict  it.  Longley  v.  Yose,  27  Maine, 
(14  ShepO  179. 

94.  The  bond  of  an  administrator,  received  by  a  probate 
judge  of  another  state,  forms  a  part  of  the  judicial  proceed- 
ings relating  to  the  administration  of  the  estate,  and  is  ad- 
missible in  evidence  as  a  part  of  a  transcript  of  such  pro- 
ceedings.    Pickett  V.  Bates,  3  An.  627. 

95.  The  public  national  seal  of  a  kingdom  or  sovereign 
state  is  noticed  judicially  by  the  courts  of  other  countries, 
and  is  the  highest  evidence  and  most  solemn  sanction  of  au- 
thenticity, in  relation  to  judicial  proceedings,  known  in  the 
intercourse  of  nations.     Oriswold  v.  Pitcairn,  2  Conn.  90. 

^Q.  "Where  a  record  has  been  offered  in  evidence  to  prove 
a  particular  fact,  it  cannot  be  used  by  the  opposite  party  to 
establish  another  fact  not  alleged  in  the  pleadings.  To  allow 
it,  would  be  to  expose  the  party  by  whom  the  record  was 
first  offered  to  a  surprise.    Jones  v.  Bead,  1  An.  200. 
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97.  An  authenticated  copy  of  the  certificate  of  probate  is 
sufficient,  in  Kentucky,  to  prove  the  rightful  appointment 
of  an  executor  in  another  state.  Smith  v.  Soach,  7  B. 
Mon.  17. 

98.  "Where,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  justice's 
judgment,  set  up  as  a  bar  to  the  action,  has  been  reversed, 
an  exemplified  copy  of  a  rule  entered  in  the  minutes  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  reversing  such  judgment,  is  intro- 
duced, a  certificate  that  there  was  'no  record  of  such  reversal 
in  the  Court  of  'Common  Pleas  will  not  render  the  rule  com- 
petent evidence.     JViles  v.  Totman,  3  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  594. 

99.  The  minutes  of  the  proceedings  of  two  justices  of  the 
peace  and  of  the  quorum,  selected  and  acting  in  the  exami- 
nation of  a  debtor  desirous  of  taking  the  debtor's  oath,  infor- 
mal as  a  record,  but  containing  minutes  from  which  a  more 
extended  and  formal  record  may  be  made,  are  admissible  in 
evidence  until  the  record  is  completed.  Chamierlain  v. 
Sands,  27  Maine,  (14  Shep.)  458. 

100.  A  document,  attested  by  the  clerk  of  a  court  with  its 
seal,  and  the  certificate  of  its  presiding  judge,  and  called  an 
"  exemplified  copy,"  is  competent  evidence  of  the  judgment 
described  in  it  under  the  act  of  congress,  though  it  may  not 
conform  to  the  mode  at  common  law,  or  in  the  state  where 
the  judgment  was  rendered.  Taylor  v.  Carpenter,  2  W.  & 
M.  1. 

101.  The  force  and  effect  of  the  judgment  itself  depends 
on  other  principles.     lb. 

102.  In  order  to  allow  a  sworn  copy  of  the  record  of  a  bill 
of  sale,  recorded  in  another  county,  to  be  given  in  evidence, 
it  must  be  shown  by  proof  aliunde,  that  the  record  from 
which  the  copy  purports  to  have  been  taken  was  the  record 
of  the  court ;  and  it  must  also  be  shown  that  the  law  author- 
ized such  records  to  be  made,  and  required  such  instruments 
to  be  recorded.     Bryant  v.  Helton,  1  Texas,  434. 

103.  Where  a  clerk  certifies  that  a  record  of  a  former  suit 
between  the  same  parties,  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  and 
now  offered  in  evidence  in  a  second  suit,  contains  a  true  copy 
"  of  all  the  documents  filed,  proceedings  had  and  testimony 
adduced  on  the  trial,  with  the  exception  of  a  note  marked 
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B.,  filed  as  a  part  of  the  evidence,  which,  had  been  with- 
drawn," and  it  appears  from  an  examination  of  the  record 
that  the  note  referred  to  is  that  upon  which  the  second  suit 
was  instituted,  the  transcript  will  be  admissible  in  evidence. 
Conway  v.  Erwin,  1  An.  391. 

104.  The  certificate  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  a  sister 
state,  that  one  who  attests  a  copy  of  a  deed  recorded  in  that 
stat&is  clerk,  is  not  such  authentication  as  will  authorize  the 
reading  of  the  copy  in  evidence.  It  is  necessary  that  the 
certificate  be  by  the  judge,  chief-justice  or  presiding  magis- 
trate of  the  court.    Waller  v.  Cralle,  8  B.  Mon.  11. 

lOo.  Exemplified  copies  of  judgment  records  and  execu- 
tions, properly  authenticated  under  the  seal  of  the  court,  are 
admissible  in  evidence  without  a  certificate  of  the  clerk, 
stating  that  the  exemplification  contains  the  whole  of  the 
record,  &c.,  as  required  by  the  statute  in  the  case  of  certified 
copies.    Merritt  v.  Lyon,  3  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  110. 

106.  A  mutilated  record  is  inadmissible.  "Where  a  party 
intends  to  avail  himself  of  a  judgment  as  the  foundation  of 
his  claim,  the  whole  proceedings  upon  which  the  decree  was 
based  must  be  produced.    Brown  v.  King,  3  An.  594. 

107.  The  clerk  must,  in  general,  be  the  clerk  of  the  court 
in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered.  KirTcland  v.  Smith, 
2  N.  S.  497-8 ;  Soott  v.  Blanchard,  8  Id.  306. 

108.  Where  the  records  of  a  former  territorial  judge  of 
probate  were,  on  the  admission  of  such  territory  into  the 
Union,  transferred  to  the  clerk  of  the  county  court,  held,  in 
Kentucky,  that  a  transcript  attested  by  such  clerk,  and  con- 
forming in  other  respects  to  the  act  of  congress,  was  properly 
authenticated.     Thomas  v.  Tanner,  6  Monroe,  52,  53,  54. 

109.  A  copy  of  the  docket  of  a  judgment  rendered  in  the 
Supreme  Court,  and  docketed  in  a  county  clerk's  office  pur- 
suant to  the  statute,  for  the  purpose  of  redemption,  by  a 
judgment-creditor  of  the  land  sold  under  the  judgment,  is 
properly  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  county  in  which  the  judg- 
ment was  docketed.  Woolsey  v.  Saunders,  3  Barb.  Sup.  Ot.  301. 

110.  Where  a  certificate  of  a  judge  did  not  state  that  the 
attestation  of  the  clerk  was  in  due  form,  it  was  held  insuf- 
ficient.    Oibbs  V.  Shaw,  1  111.  87. 
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111.  Independent  of  any  statutory  provision,  the  proper 
way  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  judgment  is  by  the  produc- 
tion of  the  record  itself,  or  of  an  exemplification  thereof,  or 
of  a  sworn  copy  of  such  record.  Lansing  v.  Bussell,  3 
Barb.  Ch.  E.  326. 

112.  A  certificate  that  the  transcript  of  a  case  is  true  and 
correct,  imports  that  it  is  full  and  complete.  Butler  v.  Owen, 
2  Eng.  369. 

113.  Where  a  judge,  in  certifying  to  the  attestation  of  a 
clerk  to  the  transcript  of  a  record,  describes  himself  as  judge 
of  the  court,  it  will  be  presumed  that  he  is  the  only  judge.  lb. 

Hi.  Transcripts  of  executions  and  judgments,  when  ofi"ered 
in  evidence,  should  be  accompanied  by  proper  certificates  ; 
but  if  no  objection  is  made  for  the  want  of  such  certificates, 
they  will  be  presumed,  though  they  do  not  appear  of  record. 
Cockerel  v.  Wynn,  12  S.  &  M.  117. 

115.  Where  the  genuineness  of  a  copy  of  the  proceedings 
of  the  probate  court  of  a  sister  state  are  authenticated  by  the 
attestation  of  its  clerk,  the  certificate  of  the  judge  to  the 
ofl[icial  character  of  the  clerk,  and  the  formality  of  his  attes- 
tation, and  the  additional  certificate  of  the  clerk  in  the  terms 
of  the  law  to  the  official  qualification  of  the  judge,  its  authen- 
tication is  complete,  under  the  act  of  congress  of  1804,  amen- 
datory of  the  act  of  1790.  Kennedy  v.  Kennedy,  8  Ala, 
391. 

116.  A  record  of  the  county  court  cannot  be  proved  by  the 
transcript  of  the  record  of  a  chancery  suit,  in  which  the 
record  of  the  county  court  is  an  exhibit,  as  that  is  but  the 
copy  of  a  copy.     Oarreit  v.  Eiclcetts,  9  Ala.  529. 

117.  The  original  records  of  a  court  are  proper  evidence  in 
that  court  to  which  they  belong.  In  another  court,  copies 
rightly  authenticated  are  the  proper  evidence.  Ward  v. 
Saunders,  6  Ired.  382. 

118.  A  copy  of  a  supersedeas  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy, 
under  the  act  of  1800,  certified  by  the  judge  of  the  District 
Court,  with  a  certificate  under  the  seal  of  the  court  that  the 
person  so  certifying  was  the  judge,  is  inadmissible  in  evi- 
dence.    Grant  v.  Zevan,  i  Barr,  393. 

119.  The  transcript  of  a  record  of  the  District  Court  of  the 
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United  States  for  another  state  is,  if  properly  authenticated, 
admissible  evidence  in  the  courts  of  this  state.  Redman  v. 
Gould,  7  Blackf.  361. 


(b.)  Proof  of  Public  Writings  not  Judicial,  Deeds,  c&c. 

1.  A  record  not  made  in  accordance  with  the  law  relating 
to  the  recording  of  instruments,  is  incompetent  evidence  to 
prove  the  original ;  and  so,  a  fortiori,  as  to  a  copy  thereo:^ 
for,  in  such  cases,  the  record  amounts  to  no  more  than  a 
mei'e  unofficial  entry  of" the  officer.  Kerns  v.  Swope,  2  Watts, 
75  ;  Mdge  v.  Tyler,  4  Mass.  541. 

2.  "  "Where  a  deed  labors  under  any  suspicion  arising  from 
any  erasure  or  interlineation,  it  is  matter  of  prudence  and 
discretion  to  prove  it  in  the  usual  way,  by  means  of  an  attest- 
ing witness,  if  any  be  still  living,  or  by  proof  of  the  hand- 
writing of  an  attesting  witness,  where  they  are  all  dead,  in 
order  to  rebut  the  unfavorable  presumption  arising  from 
an  inspection  of  the  deed."     1  Stark.  Ev.  330. 

3.  Where  a  statute  prescribes  a  time  within  which  an  in- 
strument is  to  be  recorded,  and  the  acknowledgment  or  pro- 
bate required,  as  preliminary  thereto,  is  made  evidence  of  the 
execution  of  the  original,  such  acknowledgment  or  probate 
cannot  be  so  used,  unless  taken  before  the  expiration  of  the 
time  limited  for  recording.    Moore  v.  Fa/rrow,  3  Marsh,  41. 

4.  The  witness'  handwriting  may  be  proved,  notwithstand- 
ing his  doubt  or  denial  of  it ;  this  has  been  called  the  most 
usual  and  direct  proof ;  but,  in  such  case,  it  ought  to  be  very 
clear  and  satisfactory.  Pearsonr.  Wightman,  1  Const.  Eep. 
336. 

5.  Where  the  handwriting  is  distinctly  provedi  the  instru- 
ment is  to  be  read  to  the  jury,  and  if  they  find  the  fact  of 
execution,  the  court  will  not  disturb  the  verdict.  II).  Pat- 
terson V.  Tucker,  4  Halst.  322. 

6.  If  the  subscribing  witness  fails  to  prove  the  due  execu- 
tion of  the  instrument,  the  party  may  establish  the  fact  by 
other  evidence.    Whitaher  v.  Salisbury,  15  Pick.  634,  543,  544. 

7.  Copies  of  surveys  of  waste  and  unappropriated  lands, 


300  AUTHENTIOATION   AOT)   PEOOF   OF  EECOEDS,    ETC. 

and  of  patents  from  the  register's  oflSce,  are  competent  evi- 
dence in  place  of  the  originals.  Pollard  v.  Lively,  4  Gratt. 
Y3. 

8.  Under  the  statute  of  Mississippi,  making  copies  of  re- 
cords appertaining  to  land  oflSces  duly  authenticated  evidence, 
a  certificate  of  the  register  of  the  land  office,  showing  the 
date  of  a  location  of  an  Indian  on  land  under  the  Chickasaw 
treaty,  is  competent  evidence.  Wray  v.  Hoyea-jpa-nubby,  10 
S.  &  M.  452. 

9.  Affidavits  made  before  a  notary  in  New- York,  and  cer- 
tified by  the  clerk  of  the  city  and  county  of  New- York,  are 
not  sufficiently  authenticated.  HicJts  v.  Duncan,  4  'E.  S. 
314. 

10.  In  an  action  by  the  owners  of  a  vessel  on  a  policy  of 
insurance,  the  protest  of  the  master  and  mariners  is  admis- 
sible evidence  for  the  plaintifis,  and  of  course  for  the  defend- 
ants.    Miller  v.  -South  Carolina  Ins.  Co.,  2  M'Cord,  336. 

11.  Office  copies  of  deeds,  taken  from  the  record,  a,ve  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  validity  of  the  instruments.  Cole  v. 
O'JSreill,  3  Md.  Ch.  Decis.  174. 

12.  The  mere  fact  that  a  paper  is  found  in  a  bundle  of 
papers  in  a  case  in  the  clerk's  office,  is  not  sufficient  to  make 
it  an  office  paper,  and  admissible  as  evidence.  Bank  v. 
Donaldson,  6  Barr,  179. 

13.  An  officer's  return,  referred  to  in  the  certificate  an- 
nexed to  a  deposition,  is  made  part  of  the  certificate  for  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  referred  to.  Dean  v.  Millard,  1 
K.  I.  283. 

14.  A  record  of  a  suit  in  Ohio,  attested  by  the  deputy  clerk 
of  the  proper  court,  a  law  of  that  state  enabling  such  depu- 
ties to  perform  the  duties  of  their  principals,  and  certified  by 
a  judge  of  that  court,  in  which  it  appeared  by  the  record 
that  another  member  was  the  chief  justice,  was  neither  at- 
tested nor  certified  as  required  by  the  act  of  congress  of  1790, 
and  on  both  grounds  was  improperly  admitted  in  evidence. 
Lothrop  V.  Blake,  3  Barr,  483. 

15.  A  court  is  not  prohibited  from  receiving  a  record,  al- 
though not  certified  according  to  the  act  of  congress,  if 
proved  as  a  foreign  record.    Ih. 
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16.  A  copy  of  a  survey,  certified  by  the  register  of  a  land 
office  of  tlie  United  States  to  be  a  correct  transcript  of  the 
original  survey  in  his  office,  is  admissible  in  evidence.  The 
copy  is  properly  certified  by  the  officer  having  the  custody 
of  the  original.     Boainer  v.  Smith,  1  E.  546. 

17.  A  copy  of  the  certificate  of  the  commissioners  for  ad- 
justing land  claims  in  favor  of  a  claimant,  certified  by  the 
surveyor-general,  is  inadmissible.  It  should  be  certified  by 
the  register  of  the  land  office.     Ih. 

18.  In  an  action  against  a  bank  to  recover  back  the  excess 
of  interest  paid  on  a  usurious  contract,  the  plaintiff  offered  in 
evidence  a  copy  of  so  much  of  the  discount  book  of  the  bank 
as  showed  the  usury  complained  of,  the  original  not  being 
produced  on  notice.  The  clerk  of  the  bank,  who  had  made 
the  copy  on  the  plaintiff''s  application,  testified  that,  having 
made  it  in  a  hurry,  he  could  not  testify  to  its  accuracy : 
Held,  that  the  copy  was  legal  evidence.  State  Bank  v. 
Ensminger,  7  Blackf.  105. 

19.  If  no  plat  or  a  defective  plat  of  the  survey  of  grant 
be  filed  with  the  recorder,  the  plat  recorded  in  the  books  in 
the  surveyor-general's  office  may  be  resorted  to  as  evidence. 
Ott  V.  Zonlard,  9  Mis.  581. 

20.  The  certificate  of  an  officer,  when  by  law  evidence  for 
others,  is  competent  evidence  for  himself,  provided  he  was, 
at  the  time  of  making  it,  competent  to  act  officially  in  the 
matter  to  which  it  relates.  Mcknight  v.  Lewis,  5  Barb. 
Sup.  Ct.  681. 

21.  Where  a  notary  public  protested  a  note  for  non- 
payment, having  at  the  time  no  interest  therein,  and  he 
afterwards  became  the  holder  of  the  note,  it  was  held,  in  an 
action  on  the  note,  after  his  decease,  by  his  executor,  against 
an  endorser,  that  the  certificate  of  the  notary  was  competent 
evidence  for  the  plaintiff.    lb. 

22.  The  commissioner  of  the  general  land  office  has  au- 
thority to  give  certified  copies,  to  be  read  in  evidence,  of  all 
records,  books  and  papers,  of  which  he  is  the  legal  custodian. 
But  his  certificate  will  not  give  legal  authenticity  to  papers 
which  are  mere  private  property,  and  do  not  belong  to  his 
office.    Hernden  v.  Oasiomo,  7  Texas,  322. 
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23.  Majjs  of  the  canals,  compiled  by  the  commissioners,  in 
pursuance  of  the  revised  statutes,  are  presumptive  evidence 
of  an  actual  appropriation  by  the  state,  for  canal  purposes, 
of  the  land  described  in  the  map,  and  that  the  necessary  ante- 
cedent steps  had  been  taken  by  the  canal  commissioners, 
Rexford  v.  Knight,  15  Barb.  627. 

24.  "Where  a  log-book  is  offered,  it  must  be  identified ; 
and  where  the  party  offering  it  called  a  sailor  belonging  to 
the  vessel,  who  deposed  to  the  handwriting  of  the  mate  in 
several  parts  of  it,  and  that  during  the  voyage  he  saw  him 
marking  the  words  "Log-book,"  &c.,  on  the  cover,  held,  not- 
withstanding this  testimony,  that  as  the  book  may  not  have 
been  kept  on  the  voyage,  but  might  afterwards  have  been 
made  up  by  the  mate  to  suit  the  purposes  of  the  cause,  it 
was  not  sufiBciently  identified.  And  this,  though  the  oppo- 
site party  had  given  notice  to  produce  the  log-book.  United 
States  V.  MitcMl,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  478,  479. 

25.  An  entry  in  the  log-book  is  indispensable  evidence  of 
the  fact  of  desertion,  when  a  forfeiture  of  wages  is  insisted 
on ;  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  show  that  no  consent  was 
given,  and  no  release  was  intended  by  receiving  the  delin- 
quent again  on  board,  as  well  as  to  ascertain  the  fact  of  deser- 
tion generally  with  greater  accuracy.  Malone  v.  The  Mary, 
1  Peters'  C.  0.  140. 

26.  A  paper  cannot  be  said  to  be  "filed"  until  it  reaches 
its  place  of  final  deposit.  White  v.  Willard,  1  Watts,  42 ; 
Fager  v.  Campbell,  6  Id.  288. 

27.  Until  an  execution  is  actually  deposited  in  the  clerk's 
office,  the  return  does  not  become  matter  of  record.  Welsh 
V.  Joy,  13  Pick.  482. 

28.  The  authentication  of  the  copy  of  an  act  of  emancipa- 
tion, recorded  in  a  clerk's  office  in  another  state,  should 
follow  the  requisitions  of  the  act  of  congress  of  March,  1804. 
Simmins  v.  Parker,  4  N.  S.  200. 

29.  The  selectmen  of  a  town,  being  authorized  by  statute  to 
adjudicate  on  the  subject  of  insanity,  and  to  give  a  certificate 
of  such  adjudication,  and  of  the  residence  of  the  insane  per- 
son to  be  sent  to  the  insane  hospital,  and  being  required  to 
record  the  same,  a  copy  of  such  certificate  is  adiuissible 
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evidence.    Eastport  v.  East  Machias,  35  Maine,  (5  Eed.) 
402. 

30.  A  certificate  that  certain  persons  were  appointed  in- 
spectors of  elections,  found  in  the  town  clerk's  office,  proved 
to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  a  former  town  clerk,  and  signed 
by  the  clerk,  supervisor  and  a  justice  of  the  town,  and  filed 
by  a  former  town  clerk,  is  admissible  evidence.  The  People 
V.  Cooh,  U  Barb.  259. 

31.  A  paper,  to  be  entitled  to  admission  into  the  general 
land  office  as  an  archive,  must  have  constituted  an  archive 
or  record  of  some  former  office,  and  appertained  to  the  land 
of  the  republic  of  Texas.    Paschal  v.  Perez,  Y  Texas,  348. 

32.  "Writing  done  with  a  pencil  is  not  admissible  in  public 
records,  nor  on  papers  drawn  to  be  used  in  legal  proceedings 
which  must  become  public  records.  Meserve  v.  Sides,  i 
Foster,  (N.  H.)  295. 

33.,  The  duly  authenticated  copy  of  a  plat  and  survey  of 
lands  contained  in  a  confirmation  of  a  Spanish  grant,  from 
the  office  of  the  surveyor-general  of  lands  south  of  Tennessee, 
is  evidence,  under  the  statute  of  Mississippi.  (H.  &  H.'s  Stat. 
605,  §  24.)  Kor  will  the  facts,  that  in  the  certificate  of  au- 
thentication the  surveyor-general  put  no  dates,  or  that  the 
copy  of  such  survey,  from  the  surveyor-general's  office, 
differs  materially  from  the  map  of  the  same  land  in  the  re- 
gister's office,  exclude  such  copy  from  testimony.  Sessions 
V.  Reynolds,  7  S.  &  M.  130. 

34.  An  ancient  plan  of  a  part  of  the  city  of  New-Orleans, 
deposited  by  the  party  under  whom  defendant  claims,  in  the 
archives  of  the  city  council  in  the  year  1804,  and  received 
by  the  council  as  such,  will  be  admitted  in  evidence  to  prove 
the  boundaries  of  lots  and  the  direction  of  streets,  against 
the  defendant.  Carrolton  B.  Co.  v.  Municipality  No.  2, 19 
Lou.  62. 

35.  In  an  action  by  a  sub-contractor  against  a  contractor, 
to  recover  for  work  done  on  the  public  works,  sworn  copies 
of  estimates  from  the  office  of  the  resident  engineer  are  com- 
petent evidence.    Lyon  v.  McCadden,  15  Ohio,  551. 

36.  The  registers  of  the  land  offices  of  the  United  States 
may,  like  all  other  keepers  of  public  records,  give  copies  or 
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extracts  from  any  books  or  documents  in  their  custody,  and 
such  copies,  when  duly  certified,  are  admissible  in  evidence  ; 
but  they  cannot  attest  or  certify  the  contents  of  such  books 
or  documents  in  any  other  manner.  Judice  v.  Chretien,  3 
E.  15. 

37.  A  certificate,  signed  by  a  person  for  the  register  of  the 
land  oflSce,  is  not  admissible,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that 
the  register  might  act  by  proxy,  or  had  delegated  his  powers 
to  the  person  whose  signature  was  aflSxed  to  the  certificate. 
Lesassier  v.  Dashiell,  14  Lou.  467. 

38.  A  survey  made  by  a  parish  surveyor  under  an  order 
of  court,  and  proved  by  the  oflicer  who  made  it,  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  correct,  until  the  contrary  be  shown.  Jewell  v. 
Porohe,  2  An.  168. 

39.  In  a  suit  for  land,  a  survey,  made  even  before  any 
application  to  the  Spanish  authorities  for  a  grant,  may  be 
given  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestm.  Swift  v.  Wil- 
liams, 1  Lou.  169. 

40.  A  Copy  from  the  register  of  the  land  ofiice,  of  a  list  of 
claims  favorably  reported  upon,  is  good  evidence.  Seymour 
Y.  Cooley,  3  IST.  S.  399. 

41.  The  copy  of  a  plan  by  a  surveyor,  who  is  not  keeper 
of  the  original,  and  when  the  authenticity  of  the  original  is 
not  proved,  is  inadmissible.  Millaudon  v.  Smith,  6  N.  S. 
603. 

42.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  the  practice 
of  the  Spanish  surveyors  in  excluding  swamps  in  their  sur- 
veys of  lands  in  Attakapas.    Le  Blanc  v.  Viator,  6  N.  S.  257. 

43.  A  map  or  plot,  in  which  lines  are  run,  separating  the 
respective  portions  of  the  proprietors,  and  signed  by  them,  is 
written  evidence  of  a  partition  between  them.  Oompton  t. 
Mathews,  3  Lou.  141. 

44.  Although  a  copy  of  any  record  or  public  paper,  certi- 
fied by  the  officer  intrusted  with  custody,  is  evidence,  if  the 
original  would  be,  yet  neither  would  be  evidence  of  mat- 
ters which  the  officer  was  not  legally  bound  to  record. 
Childress  v.  Cutter,  16  Mis.  (1  Bennett,)  24. 

45.  An  ordinance  of  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  !N"ew- 
Tork  can  be  proTed  only  by  a  copy  certified  by  the  clerk 
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under  the  seal  of  the  city,  or  by  reading  it  from  the  volume 
of  the  ordinances  published  by  the  common  council.  Logue 
V.  GilUcJc,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  398. 

46.  On  an  indictment  of  several  seamen  for  a  revolt,  and 
confining  the  master,  they  defended  on  the  ground  (among 
others)  that  the  master  was  insane.  To  rebut  this,  the  prose- 
cutor offered  the  log-book,  kept  by  the  master  during  the 
period  of  his  alleged  derangement,  in  which,  as  he  said,  he 
made  entries  every  night;  held,  that  it  was  inadmissible. 
United  States  v.  Sharp,  1  Peters'  0.  0.  118,  119. 

47.  "Where  lands  of  individuals  are  bounded  on  town  lines, 
ancient  maps  of  towns,  made  by  authority  of  the  state,  are 
competent  evidence  in  suits  between  such  individuals.  So 
of  perambulations  of  town  lines.  Adams  v.  Stanyan,  4  Fos- 
ter, (]Sr.  H.)  405. 

48.  On  a  question  of  boundary,  drafts  of  adjoining  sur- 
veys, certified  from  the  land  oflice,  may  be  admitted  in  evi- 
dence.    Ooundie  v.  N'orthampton  Water  Co.,  7  Barr,  233. 

49.  Maps  of  a  surveyor-general  are  admitted  in  evidence 
as  official  acts.     Surget  v.  Doe,  24  Miss.  118. 

50.  Copies  of  records  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  a  board 
of  supervisors,  certified  by  such  clerk  with  the  seal  of  the 
office,  shall  be  evidence  like  the  originals.  New- York  Laws 
of  1855,  chap.  249,  (1  Abbott,)  383. 

51.  A  notarial  seal,  applied  as  required  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  it  is  affixed,  proves  itself,  and  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  the  official  character  of  the  notary  using  it.  Orr  v. 
Lacy,  4  McLean,  243. 

52.  A  copy  of  an  official  letter,  which  the  officer  receiving 
ought  not  to  allow  to  be  taken  from  his  files,  is  admissible 
in  evidence  if  properly  certified  by  such  officer.  Baymond 
V.  Longworth,  4  McLean,  481. 

63.  A  paper,  containing  two  columns  of  figures,  with  a 
receipt  annexed,  accompanied  by  explanatory  proof  as  to  the 
meaning  of  the  figures,  is  admissible  in  evidence.  Perhins 
V.  EoAoliins,  9  Gratt.  649. 

54.  Ancient  books,  purportingto  be  therecords  of  the  Lower 
Housatonic  Proprietary,  produced  by  the  clerk,  were  held 
admissible  as  evidence,  without  proof  of  the  original  and 
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continued  organization  of  the  proprietary.     Kmg  v.  Little, 
1  Gush.  436. 

55.  The  copy  of  a  notarial  act,  signed  and  sealed  by  a 
notary  in  the  Spanish  dominions,  is  not  a  document  which 
can  be  authenticated  by  the  certificate  of  the  American  consul 
at  the  place  where  the  notary  exercises  his  duties.  Las  Cay- 
gas  V.  Lariondci,  4  M.  285. 

56.  The  quality  and  signature  of  a  notary  in  g,  foreign 
country,  whose  name  is  signed  to  a  copy  of  a  power  of  attorney, 
may  be  proved  by  a  witness  who  will  prove  the  person  who 
signed  the  certified  copy  to  be  a  notary,  and  that,  from  a  know- 
ledge of  his  handwriting,  it  is  he  who  certifies  and  signs  it.  Ih. 

57.  The  Bank  of  the  State  of  Alabama,  and  its  branches, 
being  public  property,  its  books  are  public  writings ;  and 
when  the  books  themselves  would  be  evidence,  if  produced, 
sworn  copies  are  admissible  in  evidence.  Crawford  v.  Branch 
Banh  at  Mobile,  8  Ala.  79. 

68.  To  render  a  certified  copy  of  a  deed  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, under  the  act  of  congress  of  1804:,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  attesting  officer  should  certify  that  the  instrument  so  cer- 
tified would  be  admissible  in  the  state  in  which  the  certificate 
is  given.    Francis  v.  Scott,  5  An.  668. 

59.  A  certificate  from  the  surveyor-general,  under  seal  of 
the  land  office,  "  that  from  examination  of  the  books  of  the 
land  office,  it  does  not  appear  that  patents  have  issued  for 
lots  Nos.  486,  &c.,  in  the  town  of  Warren,  sold  by  the 
commissioners  to  E.  M.,  two-thirds  of  the  purchase-money 
not  having  been  paid,"  is  evidence  for  a  mortgagor  in  an 
action  on  the  mortgage  as  against  the  grantor,  (by  a  deed 
with  general  warranty,)  to  show-that  the  commissioners,  under 
the  act  of  1799,  had  returned  thfese  lots  as  sold  to  E.  M.,  and 
that  there  was  pm-chase-money  due  to  the  commonwealth. 
Struthers  v.  Beese,  4  Barr,  129. 

60.  A  letter  from  the  secretary  of  the  land  office,  trans- 
mitting accounts  of  sales  and  balances  due  on  such  lots  from 
the  purchasers,  purporting  to  be  written  pursuant  to  an  act 
of  assembly  in  Pennsylvania,  directing  such  accounts  to  be 
transmitted,  is  not  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated; 
aliter,  of  his  certificate  of  those  facts.    Ih. 
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61.  A  power  of  attorney,  admitted  to  record  in  another 
state,  is  not  "  a  record  or  judicial  proceeding  of  any  court," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  congress  of  26th  May,  1Y90. 
A  copy  of  such  an  instrument  must  be  certified  in  the  man- 
ner required  by  the  act  of  27th  March,  1804.  Reynolds  y. 
.Rowley,  3  K.  201. 

62.  An  extract  from  a  paper  in  the  land  office,  if  it  ap- 
pears to  contain  all  that  relates  to  the  subject  in  controversy, 
is  evidence ;  nor  is  it  necessary  that  it  should  show  by  whom 
or  when  it  was  made,  the  presumption  being  in  favor  of  its 
regularity.    I^arr  v.  Swan,  2  Barr,  245: 

63.  A  certificate  of  a  document  from  the  land  office, 
signed  by  a  clerk  for  the  secretary,  under  the  office  seal,  is  a 
certificate  of  the  secretary,  and  evideftce,  imder  the  statute 
of  Pennsylvania.     Grant  v.  Zevan,  4  Barr,  393. 

64.  In  cases  where  archives  of  the  offices  of  the  former 
government  are  not  irrelevant,  they  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence ;  and  where  an  archive  which  concerned  the  title  to 
land  was  produced  from  the  possession  of  the  person  who 
possessed  and  claimed  the  land,  and  was  identified  by  a 
witness,  who  testified  to  having  seen  it  on  record  among  the 
archives  of  the  department  at  San  Antonio,  in  1834  and  1835, 
the  same  witness  testifying  that,  during  the  revolution  of 
1836,  the  public  records  were  scattered  about  the  rooms  in 
which  they  were  kept,  that  persons  took  possession  of  those 
in  which  they  were  interested,  and  that  some  one,  he  did  not 
know  who,  took  possession  of  this  archive  ;  it  was  held,  that 
the  fact  that  it  did  not  come  directly  from  the  proper  custody, 
was,  under  the  circumstances,  no  objection  to  its  admissi- 
bility. Herndon  v.  Casiano,  7  Texas,  322  ;  Paschal  v.  Pe- 
rez, lb.  348.  4 

65.  Office  copies  of  registered  deeds,  purporting  to  have 
been  executed  in  1736  and  1742,  are  admissible  in  evidence, 
without  other  proof     King  v.  Little,  1  Cush.  436.  « 

QQ.  The  writ  and  all  original  papers  on  file  in  the  clerk's 
office  are  evidence  in  the  same  court.  Pech  v.  Land,  2 
Kelly,  1. 

67.  In  the  courts  of  Texas,  testimonies  of  public  acts  done 
under  the  former  governments  are  receivable  in  evidence  in 


308  AUTHENTICATION   AND   PEOOF   OF   EECOEDS,   ETC. 

all  respects  as   originals.     Hemdon  v.   Casiano,  1  Texas, 
322. 

68.  As  to  the  admissibilitj  of  a  second  certified  copy  (made 
before  the  revolution)  of  the  original  remaining  as  an  archive 
in  a  (former)  now  foreign  government,  see  Paschal  v.  Perez, 
7  Texas,  348. 

69.  In  the  courts  of  Texas,  proofs  are  made  conformably 
to  the  common  law  rules  of  evidence,  and  by  those  rules, 
originals,  duly  proved,  are  always  admissible.  Herndon  v. 
Casiano,  7  Texas,  322. 

70.  Whenever  the  whole  matter  to  be  ascertained  is  the 
existence  of  a  judgment  or  decree,  the  exemplification,  or 
other  proof  of  the  judgment,  &c.,  is  sufficient  in  itself,  without 
proof  of  the  other  proceedings  in  the  cause.  Loche  v.  Wins- 
ton, 10  Ala.  849. 

71.  A  Spanish  notarial  instrument,  attested  by  three  nota- 
ries of  Spain  and  the  constitutional  alcalde  of  the  place, 
accompanied  by  a  certificate  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  an 
American  consul,  resident  in  the  country,  may  be  received 
as  evidence,  on  proof  of  the  notary's  signature.  Ferrers  v. 
Basel,  10  M.  35. 

72.  The  clerks  of  the  respective  branches  of  the  legislature 
are  the  proper  witnesses  by  whom  to  prove  an  extract  from 
their  journals.     Thomson  v.  Oaillard,  3  Kich.  418. 

73.  A  duly  authenticated  copy  of  a  deed,  recorded  in 
another  state,  must  be  received  in  evidence  here ;  but  when 
the  efl'ect  of  such  record,  under  the  laws  of  the  state  where 
it  is  made,  is  not  shown,  it  will  be  determined  by  the  laws 
here.  Norwood  v.  Oreen,  5  N.  S.  176 ;  Coleman  v.  Breaud, 
6  N.  S.  208. 

74.  In  a  suit  by  an  endorsee  of  a  promissory  note  against 
the  endorser,  the  record  of  the  suit  against  the  maker  was 
held  admissible  in  evidence,  notwithstanding  the  declaration 
in  such  former  suit  described  the  note  as  maturing  on  the  1st 
day  of  May,  1843,  when  in  fact  it  was  payable  January  1, 
1843,  the  note  being  correctly  described  in  the  endorsement 
on  the  writ,  and  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  same  declaration. 
Bandol^h  v.  Jones,  10  Ala,  228. 

75.  A  power  of  attorney,  authenticated  by  a  justice  in 
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another  state,  with  a  certificate  of  the  judge  and  clerk  of  the 
county  court,  is  not  sufiicient  evidence  of  the  attorneyship  of 
the  agent  who  made  the  oath,  and  the  attachment  issued 
thereon  will  be  dissolved.  Parham  v.  Murphee,  4  N.  S.  355. 
V6.  A  deed  acknowledged  by  the  parties,  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace  in  another  state,  and  certified  by  the  clerk  of 
the  court  in  whose  office  the  deed  was  recorded,  as  a  true 
copy  from  the  records  of  his  office,  though  accompanied  by 
a  certificate  of  the  governor  of  the  official  capacity  of  the 
clerk,  and  of  the  certificates  being  in  due  form,  &c.,  is  not 
admissible  as  evidence  of  the  original,  but  is  simply  a  private 
writing,  and  must  be  proved  as  such,  where  the  effect  of  the 
copy,  under  the  laws  of  such  state,  is  not  shown.  Dickson  v. 
Grissom,  4  An.  538. 

77.  A  record  or  office  copy  of  a  deed  of  gift  from  another 
state  is  not  duly  proved,  and  cannot  be  admitted  in  evidence 
on  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  a  court,  when  there  is  no 
attestation  of  the  presiding  judge.  Johnson  v.  Mannels,  6 
N.  S.  621. 

78.  A  release  to  an  administrator  and  his  sureties  may  be 
legally  recorded  in  the  orphans'  court  of  the  county  where 
letters  of  administration  were  granted,  and  a  copy,  certified 
by  the  register  of  wills  of  the  same  county,  is  competent 
evidence.     Mitchell  v.  Mitchell,  1  Gill,  QQ. 

79.  The  register  of  wills  is  authorized  and  bound  to  record 
administration  accounts  proved  and  passed,  and  a  copy  under 
his  official  seal  is  competent  evidence.    Ih. 

80.  Surveys,  although  frequently  not  proof  in  themselves, 
may  be  used  by  the  parties  to  explain  the  evidence,  and  by 
the  court  to  apply  it ;  hence,  in  almost  all  contested  cases, 
courts  order  surveys  to  be  made,  not  that  the  lines  which  the 
surveyor  may  run  on  the  paper,  at  the  request  of  either 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  should  be  evidence,  but  to  enable  the 
court  to  apply  the  proof ;  and  although,  when  made  by  order 
of  court,  it  is  proper  that  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  the 
survey  should  be  given,  yet  one  made  without  notice  may  be 
be  referred  to,  to  enable  the  court  to  apply  the  proof,  when 
there  is  evidence  before  the  court  that  these  lines  are  per- 
fectly delineated  on  the  plot.  MilliganY.  Eargrove,  6  N.  S.  339. 
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81.  Where  a  survey  issues  with,  a  title,  or  afterwards,  if  it 
make  part  of  it,  it  becomes  evidence  ^er  se,  but  in  no  other 
case,  unless  the  parties  have  assented  to  it,  as  containing  the 
truth.     lb. 

82.  Grants  from  a  sovereign,  when  enrolled  in  the  oflBce 
from  which  they  emanate,  are  then  records,  and  copies  may 
be  used  in  evidence  by  all  persons  not  entitled  to  the  origi- 
nals.    Clarke  v.  Diggs,  6  Ired.  159. 

83.  Where  the  validity  of  the  certificate  of  a  state  ofBcer 
is  called  in  question,  its  conformity  to  law  is  a  question  of  law 
for  the  court,  being  regulated  by  a  public  law  of  the  state ; 
but  the  conformity  of  the  certificate  of  a  foreign  officer  to  the 
foreign  law  is  a  question  of  fact,  to  be  established  by  evi- 
dence.   Sessions  v.  Reynolds,  7  S.  &  M.  130. 

84.  Where  a  certificate  of  a  foreign  officer  is  made,  the 
certificate  is  priTna  facie  evidence  of  its  conformity  to  law, 
and.  it  devolves  on  him  who  questions  its  admissibility  to 
show  that  it  is  not  in  the  usual  form ;  to  do  this,  he  must  pro- 
duce an  authenticated  copy  of  the  foreign  law,  or  if  that  can- 
not be  had,  the  best  evidence  which  the  nature  of  the  thing 
admits  of  must  be  produced.     li. 

85.  Tinder  the  statute  of  Mississippi,  H.  &  H.  605,  sec.  24, 
which  makes  duly  authenticated  copies  of  the  records  apper- 
taining and  belonging  to  the  land  offices  of  the  United  States, 
established  in  that  state,  evidence,  where  the  original  would 
be,  the  duly  authenticated  copy  of  a  certificate  of  confii-mation 
by  the  board  of  commissioners  west  of  Pearl  Eiver,  of  a 
Spanish  grant  of  land,  taken  from  the  records  in  the  land 
office  at  Washington,  in  that  state  is  competent  testimony, 
without  producing  the  original.     lb. 

86.  The  copy  of  a  grant  from  the  register's  office,  and  one 
from  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state,  are  both  secondary 
evidence ;  and  where  secondary  evidence  is  admissible,  it  is 
no  objection  to  the  copy  from  the  register's  office  that  one 
from  the  office  of  the  secretary  would  be  better  evidence. 
Osborne  v.  Ballew,  7  Ired.  415. 

87.  In  all  surveys,  courses  and  distances  must  yield  to 
natural  and  ascertained  objects.     Wells  v.  Gompton,  3  E.  171. 

88.  Surveyor's  plats,  made  under  the  order  of  court,  in  a 


PEOOF   OF   WILLS.  311 

BTiit  to  which  defendant,  against  whom  they  are  offered,  was 
a  party,  though  the  plaintiff  was  not,  are  admissible  in  evi^ 
dence  as  circumstances,  so  far  as  they  show  acts  of  the 
defendant.    11). 

89.  So  plats,  made  by  a  parish  surveyor  under  orders  of 
court,  in  a  suit  to  which  defendant  was  a  party,  are  admissi- 
ble after  the  decease  of  the  former,  to  prove  the  declarations 
jf  the  defendant  made  at  the  time  of  the  survey.    Ih. 

90.  The  proces-verbal  of  a  survey,  made  by  a  parish  sur- 
veyor, is  legal  evidence  of  the  acts  which  it  recites,  as  that 
notice  was  given,  that  the  parties  attended,  &c.    Ih. 

91.  The  official  acts  and  certificates  of  parish  surveyors 
are  entitled  to  full  faith  and  credit  in  all  the  courts  of  this 
state.    Ih. 

92.  Where  the  clerk  of  a  court  testifies  that  a  book  produced 
was  the  regular  execution  docket  kept  by  him  in  his  office, 
in  which  he  made  the  entries  of  the  issuing  and  return  of 
certain  executions,  in  respect  to  these  entries  the  book  may 
be  received  as  evidence.     Stewart  v.  Conner,  9  Ala.  803. 

93.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  malicious  prosecution,  the 
record  of  the  suit  alleged  to  be  malicious  was  offered  in  evi- 
dence. Objection  was  made  that  it  contained  improper 
matter  for  the  jury.  Held,  that  the  record  must  be  admitted, 
and  that,  if  it  contained  improper  matter,  the  defendant 
might  ask  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  disregard  such 
matter.     Granger  v.  Wa/rrington,  3  Gilm.  299. 


(c.)  Proof  of  Wills. 

1.  Where  a  certificate  of  aclcnowledgment  or  probate  is 
rendered  necessary  prior  to  recording,  and  the  record  is  made 
without  the  certificate,  or  upon  one  not  answering  the  require- 
ments of  the  law,  the  record  will  be  deemed  unofficial.  Wb- 
mack  V.  Hughes,  Litt.  Sel.  Ca.  292. 

2.  A  copy  of  a  will,  with  the  certificate  thereon,  that  it 
had  been  admitted  to  probate  in  the  county  court  of  Louisi- 
ana, in  Virginia,  was  certified  thus :  "  A  copy,  teste,  John 
Hunter,  0.  L.  0."    Held,  that  this  was  a  sufficient  certificate 
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that  Jolin  Hunter  was  clerk  of  the  court,  and  that  the  certi- 
fied copy  of  the  record  was  competent  evidence.  Wynn  v. 
Harman,  5  Gratt.  15Y. 

3.  The  prohate  of  a  will  in  another  state  has  been  held  a 
judicial  proceeding,  which  may  be  authenticated  under  the 
act  of  congress.    Balfour  t.  Chew,  5  N.  S.  617. 

4.  In  Yirginia,  a  copy  of  a  Louisiana  probate  of  a  will, 
not  authenticated  according  to  the  act  of  congress,  was  held 
sufficiently  authenticated  according  to  common  law  rules, 
when  certified  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  judge  of  pro- 
bate, and  his  official  character  attested  by  the  governor's  cer- 
tificate, under  the  seal  of  the  state,  stating  that  full  faith  and 
credit  was  due  to  the  signature  of  the  judge  as  such.  Ex 
pa/rte  Povall,  3  Leigh,  816. 

6.  To  let  in  the  exemplification  of  the  probate  of  a  will  in 
the  courts  of  Alabama,  under  the  act  of  congress,  no  particu- 
lar form  of  certificate  is  necessary.  If  the  record  is  attested 
by  the  clerk,  and  his  attestation  is  certified  by  the  presiding 
judge  to  be  in  due  form,  it  is  immaterial  how  the  attestation 
is  made.    White  v.  Strother,  11  Ala.  720. 

6.  Testimony  that  a  will  executed  in  Cuba  was  according 
to  the  forms  of  that  country,  was  held  sufficient,  it  not  appear- 
ing that  there  was  any  written  law  upon  the  subject.  In  the 
matter  of  Boberfs  Will,  8  Paige,  446. 

7.  The  surrogate's  exemplification  of  a  will  must  include 
the  proofs,  and  be  a  transcript  of  the  whole  record.  Oa/w  v. 
Eolertson,  1  Selden,  (IST.  Y.)  125. 

8.  The  statute  only  permits  our  courts  to  receive  the 
authenticated  copies  of  wills  as  evidence  of  their  due  execu- 
tion, because  the  question  had  been  determined  by  courts 
having  jurisdiction,  and  whose  judgments  are  based  on  the 
laws  of  their  own  country  in  determining  their  validity. 
Sturdivant  v.  Neal,  27  Miss.  157. 


(d.)  Oenerally. 

1.  In  assumpsit  by  husband  and  wife  against  the  executors 
of  the  wife's  father,  on  an  alleged  indebtedness  of  the  de- 
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ceased  to  the  wife,  it  was  held,  that  a  memorandum  book,  in 
the  handwriting  of  the  deceased,  containing  entries  made  by 
him  a  few  days  before  his  death,  and  purporting  to  give  a 
list  of  all  the  debts  owing  by  him,  is  not  admissible  evidence 
for  the  defendants.     Harrison  v.  Cordle,  22  Ala.  457. 

2.  That,  after  the  plaintiffs  had  introduced  evidence  of 
declarations  made  by  the  deceased,  as  to  his  intention  to  give 
each  one  of  his  daughters  the  same  amount  of  property,  and 
of  the  amount  given  to  the  others,  it  was  competent  for  the 
defendants  to  rebut  this  proof,  by  evidence  showing  that  the 
deceased  had  given  money  and  property  to  the  plaintiffs  by 
way  of  advancement,  and  had  supplied  them  with  the  means 
of  living  for  a  number  of  years.    II). 

3.  The  same  rule  which  requires  a  purchaser,  when  plain- 
tiff, and  seeking  to  make  title,  to  produce  the  judgment  as 
well  as  the  execution,  applies  to  him  also  when  sued  for  the 
property  purchased.   Wilson  v.  Conine,  2  Johns.  280. 

4.  Where  a  sale  was  under  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, and  the  purchaser,  in  deraigning  title,  produced  a  de- 
cretal order  directing  execution  to  issue  on  a  prior  decree 
recited  in  the  decretal  order,  held,  that  the  original  decree, 
which  was  the  basis  of  the  execution,  should  be  produced.  Ih. 

5.  The  recital  in  the  sheriff's  deed  of  property,  sold  under 
an  execution,  will  not  prove  the  judgment ;  the  judgment 
itself,  as  well  as  the  execution,  must  be  directly  proved  in 
the  regular  mode.   Weyand  v.  Tipton,  5  Serg.  &  Eawle,  332. 

6.  Where  a  judgment  is  collaterally  called  in  question, 
merely  to  show  the  officer's  authority  to  sell,  a  very  imper- 
fect transcript  has  been  admitted.  La/nsing's  Lessee  v 
Dol/ph.  4  Wash.  0.  C.  625. 

7.  When  an  execution  is  void,  and  not  voidable  merely,  it 
seems  no  title  can  be  acquired  by  a  purchaser  under  it. 
Bw<m  V.  Saddlemyer,  8  Wend.  676. 


ACCOUNT  BOOKS  AND  OTHER  WFJTINGS. 

1.  The  books  of  account  kept  by  a  bank  are  not  of  them- 
selves evidence  against  its  customers  of  the  facts  indicated 
by  their  entries.    White  v.  Ambler,  i  Selden,  (N.  Y.)  lYO. 

2.  Books  kept  by  a  party  in  his  business  are  competent 
evidence  of  an  account,  when  it  is  proved  that  the  party  had 
no  clerk  during  the  period  in  which  the  charges  were  made ; 
that  some  of  the  articles  or  services  were  in  fact  rendered  or 
delivered ;  that  the  books  are  the  books  of  the  party  offering 
them ;  and  that  such  party  keeps  correct  accounts.  Foster  v. 
Coleman,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  iR.  85. 

3.  Whether  the  latter  fact  may  be  proved,  not  only  by  per- 
sons who  have  settled  accounts  with  him,  and  have  treated 
the  books  as  the  basis  of  settlement,  but  also  by  witnesses 
who  testify  that  charges  made  against  them  therein  are  cor- 
rect, although  not  yet  settled ;  and  whether,  if  witnesses  pro- 
duce accounts,  which  they  testify  are  correct,  which  are  in 
fact  settled,  and  which  correspond,  with  entries  made  against 
them  in  the  books,  in  due  course  of  business,  at  the  dates  of 
the  respective  charges  in  such  accounts,  is  it  material  that 
the  witnesses,  when  they  settled,  should  have  seen  the  books  ? 
Quere  f    II). 

4.  The  accounts  must  bo  shown  to  have  been  TcejA  during 
the  period  embraced  in  the  account  between  the  litigating 
parties,  or,  at  all  events,  ante  litem  motam;  but  wlien  a  set- 
tlement of  such  accounts  is  offered  in  evidence  of  their  cor- 
rectness, it  is  not  necessary  that  such  settlement,  if  made  in 
good  faith,  should  have  been  effected  before  the  suit  was 
commenced.     Ih. 

5.  The  rules  allowing  and  regulating  tlie  admission  in  evi- 
dence of  tlie  books  of  a  merchant,  apply  equally  to  those  of 
a  physician.     Ih. 

6.  In  actions  to  recover  pay  for  articles  delivered  or  work 
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done,  the  admission  of  proof  by  the  plaintiif's  book,  in 
his  own  handwriting,  and  supported  by  his  suppletory  oath, 
has  been  sanctioned  by  long  usage.  Prince  v.  Smith,  i 
Mass.  455  ;  Coggswell  v.  DolUver,  2  Mass.  217. 

7.  It  seems  that  the  oath  of  a  party  to  his  own  books  must 
be  administered  in  court.    Frye  v.  Barker,  2  Pick.  65. 

8.  Whether  an  account-book  is  properly  kept,  or  be  such 
an  account  book  as  can  legally  be  submitted  to  the  jury, 
coupled  with  the  oath  of  the  party,  is  a  question  of  law,  and 
to  be  decided  in  each  case  on  inspection  by  the  court.  Coggs- 
well V.  Dolliver,  2  Mass.  217. 

9.  To  be  admitted  in  evidence,  the  account-book  must  ap- 
pear to  contain  the  first  entries  or  charges  by  the  party,  made 
at  or  near  the  time  of  the  transactions  to  be  proved ;  and 
when  the  contrary  is  discoverable  upon  the  face  of  the  book, 
or  comes  out  upon  the  examination  of  the  party,  they  will 
be  rejected.    Ih. 

10.  In  an  action  by  a  bank  against  a  depositor  for  having 
overdrawn,  the  books  of  the  bank  are  competent  evidence  to 
show  receipts  and  payments  of  money,  the  officers  being  so 
far  the  agents  of  both  parties.  Union  Bank  v.  Knapp,  3 
Pick.  96. 

11.  If  the  clerk  who  made  the  entries  is  dead  or  insane, 
the  book  is  admissible  upon  proving  his  handwriting.    Ih. 

12.  In  assumpsit,  on  an  account  for  butcher's  meat  supplied 
by  the  two  plaintifls,  who  were  partners,  they  offered  in  evi- 
dence certain  books,  which  they  testified  were  books  of  original 
entries ;  and  they  further  testified  that  it  was  their  custom 
for  the  partner  who  carried  round  the  meat  to  their  customers, 
to  make  chalk  scores  on  the  cart,  stating  to  whom  the  meat 
was  sold,  and  the  quantity  and  price,  from  which  scores,  on 
the  return  of  the  cart  on  the  same  day,  and  before  it  went  out 
again,  it  was  the  custom  for  the  other  partner  to  make  entries 
in  the  books  of  original  entries.  It  was  held,  that  the  books 
offered,  together  with  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiffs,  were 
competent  evidence  to  support  the  action.  Smith  v.  Sanford, 
12  Pick.  139. 

13.  In  an  action  upon  an  account  which,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  an  item  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  was 
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barred  by  the  lapse  of  time,  it  was  held,  that  the  original 
entry  of  such  item  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  books,  verified  by  his 
own  oath,  was  not  competent  evidence  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion, arising  from  the  lapse  of  time,  of  the  payment  of  the 
residue  of  the  account.    Hanooek  v.  Cook,  18  Pick.  30. 

14r.  In  an  action  against  an  administrator,  it  was  held,  that 
a  private  account-book  of  the  intestate  was  not  admissible, 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  prove  payments  of  money  to 
third  persons,  they  being  competent  witnesses.  Faunce  v. 
Gray,  21  Pick.  243. 

15.  The  original  memoranda  of  charges  by  a  party,  though 
not  kept  regularly  in  the  manner  of  a  day-book,  are  compe- 
tent evidence,  with  the  suppletory  oath  of  the  party,  if  living, 
to  prove  the  items  charged,  and  the  jury  are  to  judge  of 
their  credit.  Coggswell  v.  Dolliver,  2  Mass.  217 ;  Faxon  v. 
Eollis,  13  Mass.  427. 

16.  Every  memorandum  of  a  shop-keeper  or  laborer  is  not 
to  be  admitted  as  his  book.  It  is  essential  that  the  charges 
afford  a  fair  presumption  that  they  were  the  daily  minutes 
of  his  business  transactions.     Prince  v.  Smith,  4  Mass.  455. 

17.  An  account  purporting  to  be  drawn  out  by  the  party 
himself  from  his  original  and  daily  minutes,  is  not  admissible 
as  evidence,  although  the  book  from  which  such  statement 
might  have  been  copied  has  been  burnt  or  destroyed  by  acci- 
dent.   Tb. 

18.  If,  in  such  case,  there  be  proof  that  the  items  of  the 
account  drawn  out  had  actually  existed  in  the  party's  book, 
where  his  daily  transactions  were  minuted,  and  that  the 
transcript  had  been  truly  taken  therefrom,  the  transcript 
would  be  adpiissible.    li. 

19.  "Where  entries  were  first  made  upon  a  slate,  and  after- 
wards transcribed  upon  a  book,  kept  in  the  ledger  form,  such 
was  admitted  as  evidence  to  prove  the  items  charged.  Faxon 
V.  Hollis,  13  Mass.  427. 

20.  The  entries  made  by  a  merchant's  clerk,  he  being  dead, 
may  be  received  as  evidence  in  a  case  proper  for  the  admis- 
sion of  a  merchant's  books  as  evidence.  Welsh  v.  Barrett, 
15  Mass.  380. 

21.  A  merchant's  accounts  cannot  be  proved  by  evidence 
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of  the  entries  in  his  books,  unless  the  books  are  produced  in 
court.     Furman  v.  Play,  2  Bail.  394. 

22.  The  books  of  a  plaintiff,  accompanied  by  his  oath,  are 
insufficient  proof  of  a  charge  of  $26  in  money ;  the  sum  of 
40  shillings,  or  $6  67,  is  the  extent  that  courts  have  permitted 
to  be  proved  in  this  way.     Dunn  v.  Whitney,  1  Fairf  9. 

23.  In  South  Carolina,  the  original  books  of  entries  of 
mechanics,  and  of  all  kinds  of  tradesmen,  are  admissible  evi- 
dence to  prove  their  accounts.  Blade  v.  Teasdale,  2  Bay, 
172 ;  Lamh  v.  Hart,  2  Bay,  362. 

24.  To  show  that  there  was  an  error  in  the  settlement  of 
an  account  against  the  defendant  taken  from  the  plaintiff's 
books,  it  is  competent  to  show  that  there  is  an  item  of  credit 
in  the  account  so  drawn  off  which  is  not  in  the  plaintiff's 
ledger  or  original  entries.  Ham/pton  v.  Michael,  6  Gratt. 
151. 

25.  Abstracts  of  the  books  of  merchants  abroad,  verified 
by  the  oath  of  the  clerk  who  made  the  entries,  are  admissible 
in  evidence.    Bell  v.  Kelly,  2  Yeates,  255. 

26.  On  a  witness  stating  that  books  of  account,  offered  in 
evidence,  were  in  the  handwriting  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
in  one  of  them  he  perceived  an  entry  of  a  transaction  between 
himself  and  the  plaintiff,  although  he  never  had  before  seen 
the  books,  the  books  were  admitted  in  evidence.  Shute  v. 
Ogden,  2  Penn.  921. 

27.  A  single  witness  is  enough  to  prove  the  correctness  of 
the  plaintiff's  books,  so  as  to  make  them  competent  evidence. 
Beattie  v.  Qua,  15  Barb.  132. 

28.  Items  charged  in  an  account  as  orders  will,  it  seems, 
be  presumed  to  have  been  delivered  on  verbal  orders.  Smith 
V.  Joyee,  12  Barb.  21. 

29.  A  day-book  of  one  of  the  defendants,  in  which  entries 
were  made  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff,  and  shown  to 
him,  and  to  which  he  made  no  objection  at  the  time,  may, 
in  connection  with  other  evidence,  be  read  to  the  jury.  Oram 
V.  Bishop,  7  Halst.  153. 

30.  A  party  who  has  performed  labor  for  another  cannot, 
in  an  action  to  recover  for  such  work,  produce  in  evidence 
che''.k-rolls,  or  accounts  of  the  number  of  days'  work  per- 
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formed  by  those  in  his  employment,  for  the  purpose  of  fixing 
the  amount  of  labor  done,  without  verifying  the  same  by  the 
oath  of  the  agent  who  made  the  entries  or  kept  the  accounts, 
if  he  is  living.    Merrill  v.  Bail-Road,  16  Wend.  586. 

31.  If  the  agent  is  dead,  original  entries  made  by  him  in 
the  usual  course  of  his  business  may  be  produced  in  evidence, 
but  the  mere  fact  that  he  is  absent  from  the  state,  so  as  to  be 
beyond  the  reach  of  process  of  the  court,  will  not  entitle  the 
party  to  give  such  entries  in  evidence.    li. 

32.  A  clerk,  unless  he  is  out  of  the  power  of  the  court, 
must  be  examined,  to  prove  his  entries  in  a  shop-book.  A 
receipt  written  by  a  clerk,  and  signed  by  the  person  to  whom 
goods  are  delivered,  must  be  proved  like  any  other  receipt. 
Sterrett  v.  Bull,  1  Binn.  234. 

33.  A  book  kept  by  a  surveyor  of  lumber,  in  which  are 
entered  the  names  of  the  buyer  and  of  the  seller,  the  quan- 
tity of  lumber  surveyed,  and  the  time  when,  if  it  is  the  only 
book  kept  by  the  surveyor,  from  which  he  draws  off  the 
charges  for  his  services,  is  admissible,  with  his  suppletory 
oath,  in  a  suit  by  himself  against  the  buyer  for  his  fees  as 
surveyor.    Witherell  v.  Swan,  32  Maine,  (2  Red.)  247. 

34.  As  to  the  requisites  of  a  book  to  be  admissible,  see  Ih. 

35.  A  copy  of  original  entries,  in  the  books  of  a  partner- 
ship, though  sworn  to  be  truly  transcribed,  were  refused  as 
evidence;  it  not  appearing  that  the  clerk  who  made  the 
entries  was  in  the  service  of  the  partnership  at  the  time  the 
transactions  took  place,  and  there  being  no  witness  to  sub- 
stantiate the  transactions  themselves,  on  oath.  Vance  v. 
Fairis,  2  Dall.  217. 

36.  It  is  not  competent  for  a  plaintiff,  by  his  book  and 
oath,  to  prove  the  defendant  his  agent,  the  delivery  of  goods 
to  him  in  that  capacity,  and  an  agreement  to  sell  and  account. 
Dunn  V.  Whitney,  1  Fairf  9. 

37.  Where  a  tradesman's  day-book  has  marks  which  show 
that  the  items  have  been  transferred  to  a  ledger,  the  ledger 
must  be  produced,  that  the  other  party  may  have  advantage 
of  any  items  entered  therein  to  his  credit.  Prince  v.  Swett, 
2  Mass.  569. 

38.  A  letter  addressed  to  his  attorney  by  a  party  declining 
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to  receive  goods  upon  a  contract,  and  pointing  out  his  objec- 
tions to  the  goods,  and  directing  the  attorney  to  show  the  let- 
ter to  the  contractor,  is  admissible  in  evidence  in  a  suit 
against  the  contractor  upon  his  contract,  where  he  sets  up  the 
defence  of  performance.  JVewcomh  v.  Cramer,  9  Barb.  Sup. 
Ot.  402. 

39.  To  render  the  books  of  a  party  admissible  in  evidence, 
the  proof  that  he  keeps  correct  accounts  should  be,  not  by 
persons  in  his  employ,  but  by  witnesses  who  have  dealt  with 
him,  and  settled  bills  by  the  books.  JIauptman  v.  Catlin,  1 
Smith's  0.  P.  K.  729. 

40.  If  only  one  witness  is  produced  to  prove  a  book-ac- 
count, the  credit  of  the  book  may  be  weakened ;  but  it  is 
competent  evidence  if  he  swears  to  all  the  requisite  facts. 
Beattie  v.  Qua,  15  Barb.  132. 

41.  A  copy  of  an  account  taken  from  a  book  from  which 
a  settlement  had  been  made,  was  delivered  to  the  party,  and 
retained  five  months,  without  objection.  Held,  that  a  copy 
of  that  copy,  and  the  book  from  which  it  was  taken,  showing 
the  same  balance,  were  evidence.  Phillips  v.  Tapper,  2 
Barr,  323. 

42.  A  book  of  accounts  cannot  be  legal  testimony  to  decide, 
in  a  conflict  of  testimony  between  witnesses  respecting  the 
date  of  an  occurrence,  when  neither  of  the  witnesses  made 
any  entry  in  the  book.  Cornille  v.  Brighton,  35  Maine,  (5 
Ked.)  141. 

43.  A  small  memorandum-book,  consisting  of  ten  leaves, 
apparently  carried  in  the  pocket,  containing  minutes,  some 
in  pencil  and  some  in  ink,  held  not  to  be  admissible  to  prove 
an  account.     Richardson  v.  Emery,  3  Foster,  (N.  H.)  220. 

44.  Books  of  account  cannot  be  received  in  evidence  in 
New-Jersey  to  prove  the  payment  of  money,  nor  are  they 
evidence  of  money  lent.    Inslee  v.  Prall,  3  Zab.  457. 

45.  Entries  in  a  small  memorandum-book,  some  in  ink  and 
some  in  pencil,  made  by  a  master  workman,  though  sworn 
to  by  him,  are  inadmissible  to  prove  the  loss  of  days'  and 
parts  of  days'  work  by  a  slave  hired  by  him.  M''Kewn  v. 
BarTcsdale,  2  Nott  &  M'Oord,  17. 

46.  In  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  plain- 
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tiffs,  L.,  and  others,  to  prove  their  demand,  offered  in  evidence 
certain  books  of  account,  proved  to  be  those  of  the  Steam 
Mill  Company.  Held,  that  the  books  not  being  proved  to 
be  the  plaintiffs',  were  inadmissible.  Scmsel  v.  Morris,  1 
Blackf.  307. 

47.  The  books  of  a  miller,  who  swore  to  the  original  entries 
which  he  made,  are  admissible  to  prove  the  quantity  of 
lumber  furnished  from  his  saw-mill  to  the  defendant.  Gor- 
don V.  Arnold,  1  M'Cord,  517. 

48.  A  tradesman's  book,  and  his  oath  to  prove  the  entries, 
are  evidence  only  by  statute ;  and  therefore  entries  irregular, 
and  out  of  the  usual  rules  and  course  of  business,  should  not 
go  before  a  jury.     Lynch  v.  M^Hugo,  1  Bay,  33. 

49.  In  South  Carolina,  a  merchant's  book  of  original  en-, 
tries  is  good  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury,  upon  the  plaintiff's 
swearing  to  the  same,  and  is  prima  facie,  evidence  of  a  de- 
livery ;  and  where  one  of  the  partners  who  made  the  entry 
is  out  of  the  state,  the  other  partner  may  swear  to  his  hand- 
writing in  the  books.  Foster  v.  Sinhler,  1  Bay,  40 ;  Tarwio 
V.  Rogers,  1  Bay,  480. 

50.  The  entries  in  a  physician's  books  are  not  evidence, 
unless  the  charges  are  specific.  Lance  v.  Mackenzie,  2 
Bail.  449. 

51.  A  physician's  book  of  original  entries  is  good  evidence 
of  the  medicine  furnished,  and  of  the  person  at  whose  in- 
stance the  services  were  rendered.  M'' Bride  v.  Watts,  1 
M'Cord,  384. 

62.  A  ferryman's  books,  if  regularly  kept,  are  admissible 
in  evidence,  as  well  as  a  physician's.  Frazier  v.  Drayton,  2 
Nott  &  M'Cord,  471. 

53.  A  copy  of  entries  in  a  day-book,  some  made  long  after 
tbe  transactions,  not  distinguishing  the  regular  from  the  ir- 
regular entries,  is  not  admissible  in  evidence.  Yance  v. 
Caldwell,  1  Teates,  321. 

54.  The  books  of  a  carpenter  or  of  a  bricklayer  are  ad- 
missible to  prove  an  account  for  work  and  materials. 
Lynch  V.  Petrie,  1  Nott  &  M'Cord,  130. 

55.  As  are  also  the  books  of  a  printer  to  prove  his  account 
for  advertising,  and  the  delivery  of  his  newspaper,  when  no 
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better  evidence  is  in  his  power.  Thomas  v.  Dyott,  1  Nott 
&  M'Cord,  186. 

56.  A  printer's  books  are  only  evidence  to  prove  the  au- 
thority for  advertising ;  a  file  of  the  newspaper  should  show 
the  performance  of  the  printing  alleged  to  have  been  done. 
Eichards  v.  Howard,  2  Nott  &  M'Cord,  474. 

67.  Original  entries,  attested  by  the  man  who  makes  them, 
,  and  who  states  that  he  believes  them  to  be  true,  may  be 

read  to  the  jury,  though  such  person  remembers  nothing  of 
the  facts  which  the  entries  record.  Menill  v.  Badl-Eoad, 
16  Wend.  586. 

68.  A  book  of  original  entries  of  a  sale  of  lime  is  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  sale,  without  calling  for  the  carter  who  de- 
livered the  lime.     Curren  v.  Crawford,  4  Serg.  &  Kawle,  3. 

69.  In  a  suit  by  a  mechanic,  for  work  done  in  the  line  of 
his  business,  afterproof  of  oneortwoitems  of  his  account,  the 
production  of  his  books  of  account,  with  proof  that  he  keeps 
honest  and  fair  books,  is  competent  evidence.  Linnell  v. 
Sutherlam^d,  11  Wend.  M^. 

60.  If  a  party  who  offers  his  book  of  accounts,  with  his 
oath,  as  evidence,  according  to  the  practice  in  New-Hamp- 
shire, shows,  upon  his  examination,  that  better  evidence  can 
be  adduced,  the  book  of  accounts  is  not  competent  evidence. 
Eastman  v.  Moulton,  3  N".  H.  156. 

61.  Thus,  to  prove  a  delivery,  the  party  offered  his  book  of 
accounts;  but  it  appeared  from  his  examination  that  the 
goods  were  delivered  to  a  third  person,  who  might  have 
been  produced.  Held,  that  the  book  was  not  competent 
evidence.    Ih. 

62.  That  a  book  of  account  has  a  suspicious  cast,  having 
leaves  torn  out,  &c.,  is  not  an  objection  to  its  competency,  but 
only  goes  to  the  credit  due  to  it.  Jones  v.  Dekay,  2  Penn. 
955. 

63.  In  an  action  brought  by  the  assignees  of  an  insolvent 
debtor,  the  debtor's  own  book  of  account  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  indebtedness,  without  other  evidence.  Boon  v. 
Maul,  2  Penn.  862. 

64.  In  Massachusetts,  the  books  of  account  of  a  person 
deceased,  although  verified  by  the  oath  of  a  witness,  are  not 
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competent  to  prove  cash  charges  exceeding  forty  shillings  in 
amount.    Burns  v.  Fay,  14  Pick.  8. 

65.  By  the  law  of  New-Hampshire,  the  books  of  account 
of  an  intestate,  supported  by  the  supplementary  oath  of  the 
testator,  are  competent  evidence.  Dodge  v.  Morse,  S  N.  H.  232. 

66.  The  shop-book  of  an  insolvent  debtor,  who  has  assigned 
his  property  to  trustees,  which  book  is  kept  by  one  of  the 
trustees,  who  is  also  a  creditor  named  in  the  schedule,  is 
proper  evidence,  in  an  action  by  such  trustee  against  a  third 
person  for  trespass  upon  the  property,  to  show,  in  connection 
with  other  proof  of  a  debt  due  from  the  assignor  to  the  trus- 
tee, the  state  of  the  account  between  them.  De  Forest  v. 
Bacon,  2  Conn.  633. 

67.  To  prove  a  charge  of  $15,  for  that  sum  paid  for  the  note 
of  the  defendant's  testator  to  a  third  person,  the  charge  hav- 
ing been  made  more  than  twenty  years,  and  all  the  parties 
being  dead,  it  was  held,  that  the  books  of  the  plaintiff's  in- 
testate containing  the  charge,  together  with  the  note  found 
among  his  papers,  with  the  payee's  receipt  of  payment  by 
the  plaintiff's  intestate  on  the  back  of  it,  were  competent 
evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  properly  infer  the  fact 
of  payment;  it  also  appearing,  by  unobjectionable  proof, 
that  the  plaintiff's  intestate  had  been  in  the  practice  of  pay- 
ing small  sums  for  the  defendant's  testator.  M'ZeUand  v. 
Crofton,  6  Greenleaf,  307. 

68.  A  paper  book,  in  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant's 
testator,  containing  accounts  between  himself  and  the  plain- 
tiff's intestate,  being  found  among  the  intestate's  papers, 
though  mutilated  and  torn,  it  was  held  to  be  competent  evi- 
dence to  the  jury,  as  admissions  of  the  defendant's  testator 
against  himself;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound,  at  his 
peril,  to  account  for  the  mutilations,  nor  were  the  jury  bound 
to  infer  that  the  parts  missing  contained  any  settlement  of 
the  accounts,  but  that  the  whole  was  open  to  their  considera- 
tion, to  be  weighed  with  the  other  evidence  in  the  case.    Ih. 

69.  "Where  an  account  of  more  than  six  years'  standing 
appeared  footed  on  the  books  of  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  and 
the  balance  carried  to  new  account,  and  interest  claimed 
thereon,  it  was  held,  that  the  jury  were  not  therefore  bound 
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to  regard  this  as  conclusive  evidence  of  an  account  then 
liquidated'and  stated,  so  as  to  enable  the  statute  of  limitations 
to  attach  to  it,  but  that  they  were  at  liberty,  if  they  were 
so  satisfied  by  the  evidence,  to  treat  it  as  the  act  of  the  credit- 
or alone,  and  of  no  effect.    Ih. 

70.  In  a  suit,  the  books  of  a  third  party  are  not  evidence 
to  prove  a  collateral  fact,  such  as  the  partnership  of  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant.  Juniatta  Bank  v.  Brown,  5  Serg.  & 
Eawle,  226. 

71.  A  book  of  accounts,  in  the  handwriting  of  and  kept 
by  a  clerk,  who  is  since  dead,  is  proper  evidence,  upon  those 
facts  being  proved.    Lewis  v.  Norton.,  1  "Wash.  76. 

72.  Three  months'  service,  in  one  item,  is  not  a  proper 
subject  of  a  book  charge.     Henshaw  v.  Davis,  5  Cush.  Ii5. 

73.  If  a  party's  book  of  account  is  not  objected  to  when 
offered  in  evidence,  but  is  suffered  to  go  to  the  jury,  the 
judge  may  nevertheless  instruct  them  that  it  is  not  compe- 
tent evidence.    li. 

74.  In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  a  clerk  of 
the  plaintiff  may  give  evidence  of  the  delivery  of  goods,  by 
refei-ring  to  entries  in  the  plaintiff's  books,  made  by  such 
clerk,  testifying  to  his  belief  of  their  truth  at  the  time  of 
making  them,  and  proving,  generally,  the  dealings  of  the 
defendant  with  the  plaintiff,  for  such  articles  as  those  charged 
by  the  clerks ;  but  he  cannot  establish  such  delivery  by  refer- 
ence to  entries  made  by,  the  plaintiff  or  other  clerks,  of 
which  he  has  no  knowledge  other  than  that  arising  from 
the  course  of  business  of  the  plaintiff's  store.  Owvngs  v 
Law,  5  Gill  &  Johns.  134. 

75.  "Where  entries  were  first  made  upon  a  slate,  and  after- 
wards transcribed  upon  a  book,  kept  in  the  ledger  form,  such 
book  was  admitted  as  evidence,  to  prove  the  items  charged. 
Faxon  V.  Hollis,  13  Mass.  427. 

76.  A  party  who  relies  upon  the  account-books  of  his  ad- 
versary to  prove  items  in  his  own  favor,  must  also  take  the 
books  as  evidence  of  the  charges  against  him.  Low  v, 
Payne,  4  Comst.  247. 

77.  The  account-books  of  a  party  are  not  evidence  in  his 
favor  to  prove  charges  for  cash  lent  to  his  adversary.    75, 
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78.  To  render  a  party's  own  books  of  account  admissible 
in  Btipport  of  a  claim  for  charges  there  made,  when  the 
entries  are  made  by  himself,  and  supported  by  his  oath  only, 
he  must  swear  that  he  made  them  at  or  about  the  time  they 
purport  to  have  been  made,  that  they  are  his  original  entries 
of  the  transaction,  and  that  the  articles  and  services  were 
respectively  delivered  and  performed  as  there  charged. 
Dwinel  v.  Pottle,  31  Maine,  (1  Eed.)  167. 

79.  Charges  for  services  done  or  property  delivered,  under 
the  supposed  existence  of  a  special  contract,  but  which  after- 
wards became  matter  of  account,  by  operation  of  law,  in 
consequence  of  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  cannot  be  proved 
by  the  party's  book.  There  must  be  a  right  to  charge  when 
the  service  is  done  or  the  goods  delivered.  Merrill  v.  Rail- 
Boad,  16  Wend.  586. 

80.  The  book  of  a  forge-master,  in  which  are  entered  the 
names  of  his  workmen,  the  quantity  of  iron  delivered  to 
them,  and  occasionally  the  price,  is  not  admissible  in  evidence 
against  a  purchaser,  though  it  contains  the  names  of  purchas- 
ers.   Rogers  v.  Old,  5  Serg.  &  Kawle,  404. 

81.  An  attorney  may  prove,  by  his  book  and  suppletory 
oath,  term-fees  and  services  in  court,  and  that  he  was  em- 
ployed by  the  defendant.  Godman  v.  Caldwell,  31  Maine, 
(1  Red.)  560. 

82.  A  plaintiff's  book  is  not  competent  evidence  to  prove 
a  sale  of  goods,  unless  he,  can  testify  to,  or  in  some  other  way 
prove  a  delivery.    Godfrey  v.  Godman,  32  Maine,  (2  Eed.)  162. 

83.  A  letter-press  copy,  made  at  the  time  of  writing  the 
original  paper,  cannot  be  read  in  evidence  as  an  original. 
Gha^pm  v.  Siger,  4  McLean,  378. 

84.  Books  of  account  of  a  physician  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, though  the  charges  do  not  appear  to  have  been  made 
on  the  same  day  with  the  services,  and  though  several  ser- 
vices are  charged  to  one  item.  The  usual  abbreviations  of  a 
physician,  when  made  in  his  books  of  account,  do  not  render 
them  inadmissible.    Bay  v.  Gooh,  2  N.  J.  343. 

85.  In  Georgia,  to  authorize  a  recovery  upon  shop-books, 
where  the  entries  are  in  the  party's  own  hand,  he  must  prove, 
by  those  dealing  with  him,  that  he  keeps  correct  books ;  and 
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it  is  no  compliance  -with  the  rule  for  witnesses  to  state  that 
they  considered  the  accounts  reasonable ;  they  must  have 
examined  the  items,  and  be  able  to  say  that  they  were  cor- 
rectly charged.     Bower  v.  Smith,  8  Geo.  14:. 

86.  A  surveyor  of  lumber  is  not  bound  to  keep  a  record  of 
his  surveys,  and  his  minutes  are  not  of  themselves  evidence. 
Ayer  v.  Sawyer,  32  Maine,  (2  Ked.)  163. 

87.  In  Florida,  a  book  account  is  not  admitted  as  evidence 
of  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods  ;  and  the  testimony  of 
a  witness  that  he  knew  of  the  delivery  of  a  part  of  the  articles 
charged  to  the  defendant,  and  another  part  to  the  defendant's 
overseer,  without  any  evidence  as  to  the  particular  articles 
or  their  value,  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  a  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  for  any  amount.    Siggs  v.  Shehee,  4  Florida,  382. 

88.  The  books  of  a  firm  are  not  admissible  in  evidence, 
whether  supported  by  the  testimony  of  the  party  who  made 
the  entries  or  not,  to  prove  the  payment  of  a  note  of  the  firm 
in  an  action  on  such  note.    Brannin  v.  Foree,  12  B.  Mod.  506. 

89.  A  party  sued  for  work,  being  entitled,  under  the  laws  of 
Ohio,  to  swear  to  his  book  account  against  the  plaintiffs,  but 
not  availing  himself  of  the  privilege,  cannot  offer  his  book  of 
accounts  in  evidence  against  the  plaintiffs ;  upon  proof  that 
the  book  is  his  book  of  accounts,  that  the  plaintiffs  compared 
their  memorandum-book  with  it  at  one  time,  and  ther«  ap- 
peared to  be  no  difference,  so  far  as  the  witness  observed, 
being  at  that  time  engaged  about  his  own  business  in  posting 
books.     Kugler  v.  Wiseman,  20  Ohio,  361. 

90.  The  memorandum-books  of  a  pedlar,  in  which  he  made 
his  original  entries  for  the  most  part  in  pencil,  and  carried 
about  in  his  pocket,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence,  as  mer- 
chants' books  of  accounts.     Thayer  v.  Deen,  2  Hill,  677. 

91.  Where  the  plaintiff,  in  aid  of  a  book  of  accounts,  testi- 
fied that  the  articles  were  not  delivered  to  the  defendant,  but 
to  another  person  for  the  defendant's  use,  and  there  was 
no  proof  that  such  third  person  was  the  agent  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  book  was  excluded.  Sqper  v.  Veazie,  32  Maine,  (2 
Eed.)  122. 

92.  Probates  contained  in  a  book  of  accounts  are  not  evi- 
dence, of  themselves,  that  the  persons  before  whom  they 
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were  made  were  justices  of  the  peace.     Gordon  v.  Hickman, 
4  Ear.  &  M'Hen.  217. 

93.  An  entry  in  a  shop-book  is  not  evidence  to  charge  a 
person  upon  his  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  another.  Poult- 
ney  v.  Boos,  1  Dall.  238. 

94.  "Where  books  or  other  documents  are  produced  under 
notice,  the  party  cannot  make  conditions  as  to  their  use  ;  if 
they  are  made,  the  party  giving  notice  can  give  parol  evi- 
dence of  their  contents.     Carr  v.  Qale,  3  "W.  &  M.  38. 

96.  A  book  of  accounts  kept  by  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the 
overseer  of  the  defehdant's  intestate,  and  in  which  he  entered 
the  receipts  of  money  and  disbursements  of  the  plantation, 
in  which  there  were  some  figures  made  with  a  pencil,  by  the 
defendant's  intestate,  is  not  evidence  further  than  to  establish 
the  facts  indicated  by  the  pencil  writing ;  and  it  is  error  to 
suffer  the  book,  without  explanation,  to  go  to  the  jury  as 
evidence.    Rembert  v.  Brown,  14  Ala.  360. 

96.  The  fact  that  a  merchant  or  grocer  employs  no  clerk, 
furnishes  no  reason  for  dispensing  with  the  ordinary  rules  of 
evidence  in  proving  his  accounts.    8goU  v.  Coxe,  20  Ala.  294. 

97.  The  account-books  of  a  party,  whether  verified  by 
oath  or  not,  are  inadmissible  to  prove  any  matter  collateral 
to  the  issue  of  debt  and  credit  between  the  parties.  Batch- 
elder  V.  Sanborn,  2  Foster,  (N.  H.)  325. 

98.  A  book  of  accounts  kept  by  one  who  has  since  become  in- 
sane, and  proved  to  be  in  his  handwriting,  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, on  being  verified  by  the  suppletory  oath  of  his  guardian ; 
and  whether  the  degree  of  insanity,  in  a  particular  case,  is 
such  as  to  justify  the  admission,  is  to  be  decided  by  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  presiding  judge.    RollrooTi  v.  Oay,  6  Cush.  216. 

99.  Meals  furnished  to  one  and  his  servants,  from  day  to 
day,  are  a  proper  subject  of  book  charge.  Tremain  v.  Ed- 
wa/rds,  Y  Cush.  414. 

100.  Where  a  party  offered  in  evidence  an  entry  in  a  shop- 
book,  unaccompanied  by  the  testimony  of  the  clerk  who 
made  the  entry,  though  he  was  living  and  in  the  immediate 
vicinity,  and  no  reason  for  his  absence  appeared,  it  was  held, 
that  the  evidence  offered  was  inadmissible.  Stiles  v.  Homer, 
21  Conn.  507. 
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101.  An  affidavit  made  ex  parte,  that  an  accoiint  is  just 
and  true,  is  not  competent  testimony  to  prove  the  account, 
though  the  affidavit  is  made  by  the  book-keeper  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  he  has  left  the  country  and  gone  to  Europe.  Brown 
V.  Steele,  14  Ala.  63. 

102.  It  is  not  a  sufficient  objection  to  the  introduction  of 
the  party's  book,  sustained  by  his  oath,  in  evidence,  that  the 
subject-matter  of  the  entry  may  have  been  done,  delivered 
or  received  under  a  special  contract,  provided  it  was,  in  the 
usual  manner  of  keeping  accounts,  a  proper  matter  to  be 
charged  upon  the  party's  books.  Cummings  v.  Wichols,  13 
N.  H.  420. 

103.  A  defendant's  account-books  are  not  admissible  as 
evidence  of  a  negative  character,  to  rebut  a  presumption  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff 's  claim,  by  showing  that  there  is  nothing 
upon  the  books  in  reference  to  such  claim ;  they  are  evi- 
dence only  in  regard  to  matters,  either  of  debt  or  credit, 
which  positively  appear  upon  them.  And  if  the  defendant 
introduce  such  books,  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  a  counter- 
claim, it  is  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  show,  by  the  same 
books,  payment  or  a  settlement  of  that  claim.  Mattocks  v. 
Lyman,  18  Vt.  (3  Washb.)  98. 

104.  There  is  no  particular  form  in  which  the  book  of  a 
party  must  be  kept,  in  order  to  its  admission  in  evidence  in 
support  of  his  account ;  but  it  must  be  kept  in  such  a  mode 
as  to  show,  of  itself,  a  charge  against  the  adverse  party  and 
the  nature  of  the  charge,  without  evidence  from  the  party  to 
interpret  the  meaning  of  arbitrary  characters,  the  significa- 
tion of  which  is  known  only  to  himself.  Cummings  v. 
mchols,  13  K  H.  420. 

105.  The  entries  must  be  made  at  or  near  the  time  of  the 
transaction,  but  no  particular  time  is  limited  beyond  which 
they  cannot  be  made.  There  must  be  dates  to  the  entries, 
but  it  is  not  necessary  tliat  the  precise  day  of  the  month 
should  be  affixed  to  the  charge  in  all  cases.     li. 

106.  The  credits  upon  the  book  of  one  party  cannot  be 
used  as  evidence  against  the  claims  of  the  other  party  for 
the  same  subject-matter.    Ih. 


MATTEKS  JUDICIALLY  NOTICED  WITHOUT 
PEOOF. 

1.  The  courts  of  the  state  of  !N"ew-Tork  will  take  notice 
Df  the  ordinary  modes  of  transacting  commercial  business, 
and  of  the  existence  of  the  cities  in  it,  and  of  the  fact  that 
exchange  between  them  can  be  had  at  reasonable  rates  and 
less  than  the  rates  of  foreign  exchange,  as  regulated  by 
statute.     Bronson  v.  Winman,  10  Barb.  406. 

2.  Public  acts,  decrees  and  judgments,  exemplified  under 
the  seal  of  the  state,  are  received  as  true.  United  States  v. 
Johns,  4  Dall.  416 ;  Lincoln  v.  Battelle,  6  "Wend.  4T5. 

3.  The  seal  of  the  state  must  be  an  impression  upon  wax. 
Coit  et  al.  v.  Milliken  et  al.,  1  Denio,  3Y6. 

4.  The  seal  of  a  notary  public  is  judicially  taken  notice  of 
by  the  courts.  Wright  v.  Barnard,  2  Esp.  700  ;  Yeaton  v. 
Fry,  5  Cranch,  335 ;  Ohanoine  v.  Fowler,  3  "Wend.  1Y3. 

5.  Public  history  and  public  matters  need  not  be  proved. 
Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle,  13  Peters,  519  ;  1  Greenleaf 
Ev.8. 

6.  Courts  will  take  judicial  notice  of  public  surveys.- 
Wright  V.  Phillips,  2  Greene,  (Iowa,)  191. 

7.  By  commercial  usage,  Sundays  and  great  festivals,  such 
as  Christmas,  are  dies  non  in  law,  and  courts  will  judicially 
take  notice  of  the  commercial  usage  to  observe  them,  with- 
out proof  on  the  subject ;  and,  therefore,  if  a  note  falls  due 
on  such  days,  it  should  be  protested  on  the  day  previous 
thereto.    Sasscer  v.  The  Farmers^  Bank,  4  Md.  409. 

8.  A  fact  not  judicially  cognizable,  may  be  known  to  the 
members  of  the  court  individually ;  but  such  knowledge  will 
not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  proof  upon  the  record. 
Wheelerr  v.  Welster,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  1 ;  1  Parker's  Cr.  169. 

9.  In  the  absence  of  positive  knowledge,  the  courts  of  one 
state  will  presume  that  the  common  law  of  a  sister  state  cor- 
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responds  with  tliat  of  their  own.     Warren  v.  IJusJi:,  16  Mis. 
(1  Bennett,)  102 ;  Orme  v.  Rardy,  1  Mann.  (Mich.)  56. 

10.  A  court  cannot  take  judicial  cognizance  of  the  accept- 
ance of  the  office  of  deputy  sheriff.  State  Bank  t.  Ourran, 
5  Eng.  142. 

11.  The  court  cannot  know,  judicially,  that  the  meaning  of 
"  St.  Louis,  Mo.,"  in  the  date  of  a  contract,  is  St.  Louis,  in 
the  state  of  Missouri.    Mlis  v.  ParTc,  8  Texas,  205. 

12.  A  court  cannot  take  judicial  notice  of  what  are  the 
fair  and  usual  commissions  on  acceptances  paid  without 
funds,  but  it  must  be  shown  by  evidence.  Seymour  v.  Ma/r- 
vin,  11  Barb.  Sup,  Ct.  80. 

13.  Officers  of  the  United  States  are  to  be  recognised  by 
the  courts,of  the  several  states ;  and  their  acts,  certified 
under  their  signature  and  seal,  if  they  be  bound  to  have 
one,  wiU  receive  full  faith  and  credit,  except  on  suggestion 
and  proof  of  fraud  or  forgery.  Herriot  v.  Broussard^  4  N. 
S,  263. 

14.  The  courts  in  ]!^ew-Tork  cannot  take  judicial  notice  of 
a  statute  in  Pennsylvania,  giving  a  judgment  creditor  a  lien 
upon  real  estate,  if  any  such  statute  exists,  unless  it  is  proved 
as  a  matter  of  fact  or  admitted  by  the  pleadings.  Miller  v. 
Avery,  2  Barb.  Oh.  E.  582. 

15.  An  act  operating  as  a  grant  of  the  public  domain,  and 
affecting  the  rights  of  navigation  and  fishery,  by  allowing 
improvements  to  be  made  out  into  navigable  watei-s,  will  be 
judicially  noticed  by  the  courts  as  a  public  law.  Hammond 
V.  Inloes,  4  Md.  138. 

16.  The  courts  of  Louisiana,  having  knowledge  of  the  laws 
of  Spain,  and  tjiat  they  were  once  the  laws  of  the  new  re- 
public of  South  America  and  Mexico,  before  their  revolution, 
will  decide  cases  arising  under  contracts  entered  into  in  those 
countries  by  the  laws  of  Spain,  unless  it  be  shown  that  they 
are  abrogated.    Arago  v.  CurrM,  1  Lou.  541. 

17.  Post-offices  in  the  United  States  are  established  by 
law ;  and  no  evidence  is  required  of  what  the  law  is.  Pol- 
lard V.  Cooh,  4  E.  199. 

18.  Where  a  question  in  a  cause  depends  on  the  construc- 
tion of  several  regulations  of  the  canal  board,  the  court 
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cannot  take  judicial  notice  of  them,  unless  they  are  incorpo- 
rated in  the  case.     Palmer  v.  Aldridge,  16  Barb.  131. 

19.  The  chief  clerk  in  the  general  land  oflSce  is  an  officer 
known  to  the  law,  and  the  court  is  bound  to  recognise  him 
as  acting  in  obedience  to  the  law.  Burton  v.  Herwphine,  19 
Lou.  510. 

20.  The  courts  of  Vermont  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of 
the  laws  of  a  sister  state,  for  they  are  to  be  proved  as  facts. 
Taylor  v.  Boardman,  25  Vt.  (2  Deane,)  581. 

21.  It  is  unnecessary,  in  pleading  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States,  to  set  out  the  law  of  any  state,  as  those  courts 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  laws  of  all  the  states.  Jones  v. 
Haji/es,  4  McLean,  521. 

22.  The  date  of  the  election  or  resignation  of  g,  senator  of 
the  United  States,  of  the  appointment  of  a  member  of  the 
president's  cabinet,  or  of  a  foreign  minister,  are  matters  of 
historical  notoriety,  which  the  court,  will  notice,  though  not 
proved  in  the  record.     Walden  v.  Canfield,  2  K.  iQQ. 

23.  The  court  will  judicially  notice  that  the  law-merchant 
prevails  throughout  the  states  of  the  Union,  except  so  far  as 
the  same  may  be  modified  in  particular  states  by  statute. 
Bradford  v.  Cooper,  1  An.  325. 

24.  Courts  of  one  state  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
statutes  of  other  states.  Jones  v.  Laney,  2  Texas,  342 ;  ITew- 
ton  V.  CocTce,  5  Eng.  169. 

25.  The  court  will  judicially  notice  the  fact,  that  the  com- 
mon law  is  the  basis  of  the  jurisprudence  of  the  state  of 
Mississippi.     Copley  v.  Sanford,  2  An.  335. 

26.  The  court  will  not  require  the  provisions  of  the  com- 
mon law  on  any  subject  to  be  proved  as  facts  by  the  testi- 
mony of  witnesses,  but  will  ascertain  for  itself  what  that  law 
is,  by  the  examination  of  commentaries  on  it.    II). 

27.  "Where  the  rights  in  controversy  accrue  in  a  state 
where  the  common  law  is  fei  force,  the  courts  of  Texas  wiU 
take  notice  of  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  including 
equity,  which  apply  to  the  case.  Nimmo  v.  Davis,  7 
Texas,  26. 

28.  The'  court  cannot  take  judicial  notice  of  the  regulations 
of  the  canal  board.    Palmer  v.  Aldridge,  16  Barb.  113, 
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29.  All  courts  in  the  United  States  take  judicial  notice 
that  tribunals  are  establislied  in  the  several  states  for  the 
adjudication  of  controversies  and  the  ascertainment  of  rights. 
In  order,  therefore,  to  give  the  transcript  of  the  record  of  the 
probate  of  a  will  in  a  sister  state  in  evidence,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  show  that  probate  and  registry  is  required  in  such 
state.    Dozier  v.  Joyce,  8  Port.  303. 

30.  The  court,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  may  proceed  on  their 
own  knowledge  of  the  laws  of  another  state.  Herschfeld  v. 
Dexil,  12  Geo.  582. 

31.  In  Kentucky,  the  courts  will  judicially  take  notice,  of 
private  as  well  as  public  acts,  without  their  being  formally 
proved  in  any  way.  Halhent  v.  SJcyles,  1  Marsh.  368,  369  ; 
Farmers'  and  Mecham.ics'  Bank  v.  Jarvis,  1  Monroe,  4,  5. 

32.  The  courts  of  the  United  States  are  presumed  to  know 
the  laws  of  the  respective  states,  and  they  will  determine 
who,  under  the  laws  of  the  state,  have  a  right,  by  the  act  of 
congress,  to  take  depositions.  Jasper  v.  Porter,  2  McLean, 
579. 

33.  The  courts  of  Georgia  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
customary  abbreviations  of  Christian  names.  Ste^phen  v.  The 
State,  11  Geo.  225. 

34.  Courts  take  judicial  notice  of  the  civil  decisions  of  the 
state.  The  People  v.  Breese,  7  Cowen,  429 ;  Cha^pman  v. 
MiUer  et  al.,  6  Hill,  4Y5. 

35.  Also,  of  any  of  the  laws  of  sister  states,  at  variance 
with  the  common  law.    Holmes  v.  Bromphton,  10  Wend.  75. 


DEPOSITIONS. 

1.  Under  the  code  of  procedure  of  New-Tork,  a  party  out 
of  the  state  may  be  examined  as  a  witness  on  a  commission, 
at  the  instance  of  the  adverse  party.  Brookway  v.  Stanton, 
2  Sandf.  Sup.  Ot.  640. 

2.  "Where  a  witness  is  examined  by  commission,  the  party 
cross-examining  is  not  compelled  to  read  his  cross-questions 
and  the  answers  thereto ;  but  the  other  party  has  the  liberty 
to  read  them  at  his  option.     Williams  v.  Kelsey,  6  Geo.  365. 

3.  Objections  to  the  form  of  questions  in  depositions  must 
be  made  at  the  time  the  depositions  are  taken ;  it  is  too  late 
to  make  them  at  the  trial.     Glasgow  v.  Allen,  11  Mis.  34. 

4.  In  a  deposition,  the  answers  of  a  witness  should  be  sub- 
stantially responsive  to  the  interrogatories,  and  portions  not 
so  responsive  should  be  excluded.  McOarver  v.  Nealey,  1 
Iowa,  (Greene,)  360. 

5.  The  circumstance  that  a  party  or  his  attorney  was 
present  at  the  taking  of  a  deposition  and  cross-examined  the 
witness,  making  no  objection,  is  a  waiver  of  any  objection  to 
the  notice  of  taking  the  deposition.  Doe  v.  Brown,  8  Blackf. 
443. 

6.  Depositions  of  several  witnesses,  taken  under  one  com- 
mission, on  one  set  of  interrogatories,  a  part  of  which  only 
are  to  be  propounded  to  each  witness,  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence.   Fmder  v.  Merrill,  11  How.  (U.  S.)  375. 

7.  To  render  a  deposition  admissible  as  evidence,  both  the 
certificate  of  the  oath  administered  to  the  deponent  and  the 
caption  must  be  severally  signed  by  the  magistrate  before 
whom  the  deposition  is  taken.  Shed  v.  Leslie,  22  Vt.  (7 
Washb.)  498. 

8.  Where  a  deposition  appears  from  inspection  to  have 
Deen  signed  by  the  deponent,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
magistrate  taking  it  should  state  such  fact  in  his  certificate ; 
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the  statute  requisites  being  otherwise  complied  with.    Lewis 
V.  Morse,  20  Conn.  211. 

9.  An  objection  to  an  interrogatory  annexed  to  a  commis- 
sion may  be  made  at  the  trial  when  the  answer  is  proposed 
to  be  read,  and  where  a  direct-interrogatory  and  its  answer 
are  excluded,  the  cross-interrogatories  and  answers  depend- 
ent on  the  one  ruled  out  must  also  be  excluded.  Fleming 
V.  Holleriback,  7  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  2Y1. 

10.  A  deposition  taken  while  the  witness  is  competent, 
should  not  be  rejected  when  he  thereafter  becomes  interested 
in  the  action  by  the  death  of  the  party  who  took  his  depo- 
sitions.   Smithpeters  v.  Griffin,  10  B.  Mon.  259. 

11.  Depositions  taken  in  a  former  case,  between  the  same 
parties,  cannot  be  used  in  a  case  pending,  unless  some  pecu- 
liar reasons  make  their  introduction  as  evidence  necessary. 
O'Sarra  v.  Sunt,  19  Ohio,  460. 

12.  A  deposition,  not  certified  to  have  been  retained  by 
the  magistrate  until  sealed  up  and  directed  to  the  proper 
court,  is  not  admissible  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 
SKankwiher  v.  Reading,  4  McLean,  240. 

13.  A  defect  in  a  notice  for  taking  a  deposition  as  to  the 
place,  is  waived  by  the  attendance  of  the  party  notified. 
George  v.  Nichols,  32  Maine,  (2  Ked.)  179. 

14.  An  appearance  and  cross-examination  of  the  deponent 
is  a  waiver  of  objections  to  the  suJ9B.ciency  of  notice.  County 
of  Greene  v.  Bledsoe,  12  111.  267. 

15.  In  order  that  a  deposition  may  be  excluded  on  the 
ground  of  the  interest  of  the  deponent  in  the  event  of  the 
suit,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  objection  should  have  been 
taken  before  the  magistrate.  Whitney  v.  Hey  wood,  6 
Oush.  82. 

16.  The  judiciary  act,  section  thirtieth,  requires  personal 
service  on  the  adverse  party  of  the  notice  of  taking  a  depo- 
sition ;  and  service,  by  leaving  a  copy  at  his  place  of  abode, 
ia  not  sufficient.  Ca/rrvngton  v.  Stimson,  1  Curtis'  Ct.  Ot. 
437. 

17.  Where  depositions  purport  to  be  taken  in  another  state, 
by  commissioners  appointed  by  the  governor  of  Maine,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  prove  that  tiiey  were  taken  by  a  person 
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legally  empowered,  &c.     Palmer  v.  Fogg,  35  Maine,  (5  Eed.) 
368. 

18.  Where  tlie  witness  was  interested,  and  his  deposition 
was  taken,  and  the  release  to  him  was  not  executed  until 
after  the  testimony  was  taken,  it  was  held,  that  the  deposi- 
tion was  properly  rejected.  Reed  v.  Rice,  25  Vt.  (2  Deane,) 
171. 

19.  Where  a  commission  to  take  testimony  has  been  duly 
executed  and  returned  into  court,  either  party  may  use  the 
evidence  taken  under  it ;  and  this  right  is  not  waived  by 
omitting  to  cross-examine  the  witnesses.  Dwight  v.  Zn/nton, 
3  E.  57. 

20.  As  a  general  rule,  the  deposition  of  a  witness  cannot 
be  read,  if  his  personal  attendance  can  be  procured.  Haw- 
Icms  V.  Brown,  3  K.  310. 

21.  Where  a  commission  to  take  testimony,  directed  to  a 
particular  person,  is  signed  by  the  judge  himself,  no  objec- 
tion can  be  made  to  it,  on  the  ground  that  no  order  of  court 
had  authorized  it  to  be  so  directed.  The  signature  of  the 
judge  is  a  sufficient  order.     Bradford  v.  Cooper,  1  An.  325. 

22.  The  deposition  of  a  witness,  taken  on  another  day  or  at 
another  place  than  that  mentioned  in  the  notice,  cannot  be 
read.     QilVy  v.  Logan,  2  K  S.  196. 

23.  The  party  offering  depositions  is  bound  to  prove  the 
required  notice  to  the  opposite  party.  Oill  v.  Phillips,  6 
K  S.  301. 

24.  A  deposition  must  be  reduced  to  writing  by  the  depo- 
nent, the  magistrate  who  receives  it  or  an  indifferent  person. 
It  is  inadmissible  if  in  the  handwriting  of  the  party  who  offers 
it,  or  that  of  his  attorney.    Dwight  v.  Splane,  11  R.  487. 

25.  Where  the  return  of  the  commission  shows  that  the 
interrogatories  were  all  put  and  answered,  the  circumstance 
of  their  not  being  answered  separately  and  by  number  does 
not  vitiate  the  return.    Miller  v.  Breedlove,  1  Lou.  322. 

26.  When  a  deposition  is  accompanied  by  the  certificate 
of  the  commissioner,  that  it  was  taken  by  him  and  sworn  to 
and  subscribed  before  him,  it  is  a  sufficient  prooes  verbal  of 
the  manner  of  taking  it.    Beal  v.  Brandt,  7  Lou.  585. 

27.  Where  written  interrogatorieiS  have  been  propounded 
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to  a  witness  to  be  examined  under  a  commission,  and  cross- 
interrogatories  have  been  added  by  the  opposite  party,  the 
examination  must  be  restricted  to  them,  unless  with  the  con- 
sent oi  both  parties.    Stagg  v.  Pomroy,  3  An.  16. 

28.  Testimony  taken  conditionally  is  admissible  upon  the 
trial,  notwithstanding  that  one  of  the  original  plaintiifs  has 
died,  and  the  suit  is  continued  (under  section  121  of  the  Code) 
by  the  survivor ;  and  notwithstanding  the  witness  may  have 
returned  to  the  state  since  his  examination,  if  he  is  not  within 
the  state  at  the  time  of  the  trial.  Marhoe  v.  AldricJi,  1 
Smith's  C.  P.  E.  55. 

29.  In  an  action  upon  a  joint  contract  against  three  defend- 
ants by  an  assignee  of  the  demand,  two  of  the  defendants 
only  answering,  the  two  who  answered  were  allowed  a  com- 
mission to  take  the  evidence  of  their  co-defendant,  who  was 
out  of  the  state.  When  a  party  has  a  material  witness  not 
within  the  reach  of  subpoena,  he  is  entitled  to  a  commission, 
even  where  the  witness  is  a  party  to  the  action,  unless  it  be 
made  to  appear  that  his  examination  cannot  be  received 
upon  the  trial.     Shufelt  v.  Power,  10  How.  Pr.  286. 

30.  A  party  is  not  called  on  to  risk  loss  of  original  papers 
by  annexing  them  to  a  commission  issued  to  take  testimony 
respecting  them ;  and  where,  in  the  examination  of  witnesses 
by  commission  as  to  an  original  paper,  a  copy  is  annexed  to 
the  interrogatories,  that  they  may  testify  intelligently  regard- 
ing it,  the  evidence  is  not  objectionable  as  secondary.  Com- 
mercial  BanTc  of  Pennsylvania  v.  Union  Bank  of  Hew- 
TorJc,  1  Kernan,  203. 

31.  When  the  witness  in  a  deposition  testified  to  a  note 
referring  to  it  by  amount,  date,  &c.,  and  as  described  in  the 
interrogatories,  and  upon  which  he  had  written  his  name, 
and  the  return  of  the  commissioners  stated  that  "  such  testi- 
mony was  subscribed  by  the  witnesses,  who  also  in  the 
presence  of  the  commissioners  sighed  their  names  on  the  back 
of  the  note  attached  to  their  testimony,  which  notes  were 
produced  and  shown  to  them,  held,  that  this  was  all  that 
was  necessary  to  identify  the  note,  and  that  it  was  admis- 
eible.    BrumsMll  v.  James,  1  Kernan,  294. 

32.  A  direction  endorsed  upon  a  commission  that  the  com- 
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mission,  when  executed,  is  to  be  deposited  in  the  post-office, 
directed,  &c.,  and  a  certificate  thereof  endorsed  on  the  wrap- 
per by  the  commissioners,  does  not  require  a  certificate 
that  it  was  deposited  in  the  post-office.    IT). 

33.  Where  a  commission  to  examine  witnesses  abroad  is 
returned  by  an  agent,  his  affidavit,  as  prescribed  by  statute, 
that  he  received  it  from  the  hands  of  the  commissioners,  and 
that  it  has  not  been  opened  or  altered  since  he  received  it,  is 
indispensable,  unless  waived  by  consent.  DwinelU  v.  How- 
land,  1  Kernan,  87. 

3^  A  commission  returned  by  express,  and  unaccompanied 
by  such  affidavit,  was  excluded  at  circuit,  allhough  so  re- 
turned pursuant  to  the  order  awarding  the  commission.    Ih. 

33.  A  deposition  taken  upon  commission  should  not  be 
rejected  on  the  trial,  for  the  reason  that  the  pleadings  have 
been  amended  since  it  was  taken,  if  the  true  issue  between 
the  parties  remains  substantially  unaltered.  If,  in  such  case, 
either  party  wishes  to  examine  the  witness  further,  a  motion 
should  be  made  for  a  further  commission.  If  the  testimony 
is  inapplicable  to  the  new  issue,  a  motion  to  suppress  the  de- 
position is  proper.  Vincent  v.  ConcMin,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E. 
203. 

36.  That  the  attorney  for  a  party  conyersed  with  the  wit- 
nesses in  a  deposition,  and  at  their  request  wrote  down  for 
them  the  substance  of  the  facts  in  answer  to  the  interrogato- 
ries, goes  to  the  weight  of  the  testimony,  but  is  no  reason  for 
suppressing  the  deposition,  in  the  absence  of  any  suggestion 
of  positive  misstatement  or  coloring.  Commercial  Bank  of 
Pennsybownia  v.  Union  Bank  of  New-  York,  1  Kernan,  203. 

37.  If  a  party  is  surprised  by  pertinent  answers  to  a  pro- 
per interrogatory  in  a  deposition  returned,  and  desires  to 
controvert  or  explain  the  facts  stated,  his  remedy  is  by  an 
application  for  opportunity  to  do  so,  and  not  by  objection  to 
the  admission  of  the  deposition.    Ih. 

38.  Objections  to  particular  parts  of  a  deposition  are  no 
ground  for  excluding  the  whole;  the  parts  inadmissible 
should  be  excluded,  but  the  rest,  although  little  should  re- 
main which  could  affect  the  merits,  should  be  admitted.    Ih. 

39.  Witnesses  may  be  examined  under  a  commission  in 
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respect  to  an  original  paper,  by  annexing  a  copy  thereof 
to  interrogatories,  and  producipg  the  original  upon  the  ex- 
amination, and  having  it  identified  by  the  witnesses.  The 
original  need  not  be  annexed  to  the  interrogatories.  Com- 
mercial Bank  of  Pennsyh)am,ia  v.  Union  Bank  of  New-  York, 
19  Barb.  391. 

40.  When  a  commission  to'take  testimony  is  directed  to  a 
person  by  name,  in  another  state,  as  a  special  commissioner, 
he  becomes  an  officer  of  the  court  for  that  person,  and  will 
be  authorized,  ipso  facto,  to  administer  oaths  to  the  parties 
to  be  interrogated ;  and  it  will  be  unnecessary  to  prove, 
either  his  qualifications  to  discharge  his  duties,  or  his  signa- 
ture, or  that  of  the  witness  who  testifies.  Dunn  v.  Blunt, 
4  M.  678  ;  Bradford  v.  Cooper,  1  An.  325. 

41.  The  attestation  of  the  governor,  under  the  great  seal 
of  the  state,  is  the  best  evidence  of  a  justice  of  the  peace's 
capacity,  next  to  his  commission ;  and  where  proof  of  his 
signature  is  not  required,  or  is  admitted,  the  governor's  cer- 
tificate, although  not  annexed,  is  full  evidence  of  his  official 
capacity.     Thatcher  v.  Goff^  13  Lou.  362, 

42.  Commissions  to  take  depositions  in  other  states  or  ter- 
ritories of  the  Union,  appointed  by  the  governor  under  the 
act  of  10th  March,  1838,  are  state  officers,  and  the  courts 
are  bound  to  recognise  their  official  signatures  and  seals. 
Dwight  V.  S^ane,  11  E.  487. 

43.  Objections  to  interrogatories,  that  they  contain  leading 
questions,. when  the  depositions  or  answers  of  the  witnesses 
are  to  be  taken. on  commission,  must  be  made  before  the  com- 
mission is  forwarded  to  be  executed.  Wmn  v.  Twogood,  9 
Lou.  424. 

44.  A  waiver  of  objection  to  a  witness  in  a  cause,  so  as  to 
allow  his  deposition  to  be  read,  is  a  waiver  during  the  whole 
progress  of  the  cause,  and  no  objection  can  be  made  when 
he  is  called  to  make  a  second  deposition.  Chateau  v.  Thomp- 
son et  al.,  3  Ohio,  424. 

45.  "Where  the  plaintiff  offers  in  evidence,  before  a  referee, 
an  admission  of  the  defendant,  contained  in  a  deposition 
made  by  him  in  an  examination  under  proceedings  supple- 
mentary to  an  execution,  it  is  not  erroneous  to  exclude  the 

22 
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deposition  as  a  whole,  and  admit  only  such  parts  of  it  as  re- 
late to  the  admission,  or  tend  to  repel  the  presumption  created 
thereby.  If  the  defendant  deem  other  portions  material,  he 
should  offer  them,  and  take  a  specific  ruling  therein.  Ma/wpt- 
man  v.  Catlin,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  R.  729. 

46.  It  seems  that  the  statxite  regulating  the  taking  of  de- 
positions de  'bene  esse,  and  requiring  the  officer  to  insert  therein 
every  answer  of  the  witness  examined,  which  either  party 
shall  require  to  be  included,  is  complied  with  by  confining 
the  direction  to  answers,  leaving  the  officer  to  exclude  ques- 
tions in  his  opinion  illegal  or  irrelevant.  And  a  party  is  not 
empowered  by  this  statute  to  go  into  a  course  of  irrelevant 
inquiry,  and  have  answers  thereto  included  in  the  deposition. 
Gibson  v.  Pearsall,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  90. 

47.  The  certificate  of  an  officer  before  whom  a  deposition 
is  taken,  must  show  that  it  was  reduced  to  writing  in  his 
presence,  otherwise  it  cannot  be  read.  Hammond  v.  Free^ 
man,  4  Eng.  62. 

48.  Parties  have  the  same  right  to  appear  by  counsel  on 
the  execution  of  a  commission  as  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  and 
notice  of  their  intention  to  do  so  is  no  more  necessary  to  be 
given  in  the  one  case  than  the  other.  Union  Bank  of  San- 
dusky  V.  Torrey,  2  Abbott,  270. 

49.  Cross-interrogatories  cannot  be  withdrawn  unless  by 
the  consent  of  the  adverse  party.  A  witness  upon  a  trial  can 
never  shield  himself  from  a  cross-examination  by  a  mere 
reference  to  the  answers  which  he  had  given  when  examined 
in  chief.  He  is  bound,  when  so  required,  to  state  again  the 
facts  to  which  he  had  testified.  These  rules  apply  with  equal 
force  to  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness  under  a  commis- 
sion,   lb.    Brown  v.  Davis,  25  "Wend.  259. 

60.  The  deposition  of  a  master,  who  has  interposed  a  claim 
and  answer  in  an  action  in  rem,  and  continues  a  party  to  the 
suit,  cannot  be  read  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  owners 
of  the  vessel.     The  Exchange,  1  Blatchford  &  Howland,  366. 
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1.  No  rule  of  evidence  forbids  a  party  to  avail  himself  of 
the  voluntary  acknowledgment  of  a  witness  of  the  opposite 
party,  to  show  the  degree  of  credit  due  to  his  statements. 
Fink  V.  Lewis,  1  An.  375. 

2.  "Where  a  witness,  to  whom  a  question  had  been  pro- 
pounded while  under  cross-examination,  for  the  purpose  of 
impeaching  his  credibility,  by  showing  that  he  had  been 
guilty  of  gross  fraud  on  another  occasion,  notwithstanding 
the  objections  of  the  party  by  whom  he  was  introduced,  vol- 
untarily answers  it,  and  thereby  admits  his  own  turpitude, 
his  answer  cannot  be  excluded  on  the  ground  of  irrelevance. 
It  is  important,  to  enable  the  court  to  judge  of  the  credit  due 
to  the  testimony  of  the  witness.     li. 

3.  Where  testimony  is  offered  to  impeach  the  general 
character  of  a  witness  for  truth,  the  inquiries  are  not  limited 
to  the  character  of  the  witness  prior  to  the  suit,  but  extend 
to  the  time  of  the  examination  of  the  wikiess.  The  State  v, 
Howard,  9  IST.  H.  485. 

4.  The  proper  inquiries  are,  what  is  the  general  reputation 
of  the  witness  as  to  truth,  and  whether,  from  such  general 
reputation,  the  person  testifying  would  believe  such  witness 
under  oath,  as  soon  as  men  in  general  ?     Il>. 

5.  On  cross-examination,  inquiries  as  to  the  means  of  know- 
ledge of  the  character  of  the  witness,  the  origin  of  reports 
against  him,  how  generally  such  reports  have  prevailed,  and 
from  whom,  and  when  they  heard  them,  are  admissible.    li. 

6.  "Where  plaintiff  has  endeavored  to  prove  his  witness  to 
be  worthy  of  credit,  he  cannot  complain  of  defendant's  asking 
a  witness  whether  plaintiff's  witness  had  not  been  guilty  of 
larceny.     Prevost  v.  Simeon,  i  Lou.  475. 

7.  The  reputation  of  a  man  who  has  been  killed,  as  to  his 
being  quarrelsome  and  quick-tempered,  cannot  be  admitted 
in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  murderer,  except  the  evidence 
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of  the  killing  be  wholly  circumstantial.     The  State  v.  Ba/r- 
field,  8  Ired.  344. 

8.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  debauching  the  plaintiff's 
daughter,  evidence  of  the  daughter's  bad  character  for  chas- 
tity may  be  received.     Carder  v.  Forehand,  1  Mis.  704. 

9.  The  statements  of  witnesses,  taken  down  in  a  suit  by  a 
different  plaintiff,  but  to  which  the  defendant  was  a  party, 
are  admissible  to  discredit  the  evidence  subsequently  given 
by  the  witnesses.    Wells  v.  Oompton,  3  K.  171. 

10.  Where  a  prisoner,  to  rebut  the  effect  of  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  his  guilt,  relies  upon  his  good  character,  he  must 
introduce  evidence  of  such  good  character,  and  it  is  not 
suflBcient  to  rely  upon  the  general  presumption  of  innocence. 
The  State  v.  Ford,  3  Strobh.  517. 

11.  Where  the  general  character  of  a  witness  has  not  been 
impeached,  but  it  has  only  been  attempted  to  do  so  in  refer- 
ence to  particular  facts,  the  party  by  whom  he  was  introduced 
cannot  sustain  his  credibility  by  testimony  of  general  char- 
acter.    Gilmore  v.  Brenham,  3  An.  32. 

12.  In  a  civil  action  for  wilful  injury  to  property,  evidence 
of  the  defendant's  general  good  character  is  inadmissible. 
Thayer  v.  Boyle,  30  Maine,  (17  Shep.)  475. 

13.  A  witness'  declaration,  made  in  the  absence  of  the 
party  who  offers  him,  may  be  given  in  evidence  to  discredit 
him.    BarUey  v.  Bills,  8  N".  S.  496. 

14.  Evidence  of  good  character  is  available  only  in  doubt- 
ful cases.    Bennett  v.  State,  8  Humph.  118. 

15.  Where  a  paper,  signed  by  a  third  person,  and  other 
acts  of  his,  and  hearsay  evidence  of  conversations  with  him, 
have  been  offered  in  evidence  by  a  party,  other  statements 
made  by  him,  though  not  under  oath,  and  made  out  of  the 
presence  of  the  party  against  whom  they  are  offered,  are 
admissible  in  evidence  to  discredit  the  writings  and  state- 
ments first  introduced.  iT.  0.  Braining  Co.  v.  Be  Lizardi, 
2  An.  281. 

16.  In  general,  where  a  party  is  charged  with  a  specific 
fraud,  in  a  civil  action,  evidence  of  his  general  good  charac- 
ter is  not  admissible.  Fowler  v.  ^Etna  Ins.  Co.,  6  Cowen, 
673. 
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17.  The  fact  that  a  prisoner  has  not  attempted  to  show  his 
good  character  by  evidence,  is  not  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  he  is  of  bad  character.    State  v.  O'Neal^  1 1red.  251. 

18.  On  the  trial  of  a  prisoner  for  a  rape,  evidence  of  the 
good  character  of  the  female  is  competent,  by  way  of  con- 
firming her  credibility  before  the  jury.  Turney  v.  State,  8 
S.  &  M.  104. 

19.  The  general  reputation  of  a  kidnapper  is  evidence  of 
the  intent  with  which  the  defendant  aided  such  kidnapper  in 
carrying  off  a  free  negro.  The  State  v.  Ha/rten,  4  Harringt. 
582. 

20.  A  witness  cannot  be  contradicted,  by  showing  that  pre- 
vious to  the  trial  he  has  expressed  an  opinion  inconsistent 
with  the  facts  stated  in  his  testimony.  His  prior  statements, 
introduced  to  contradict  him,  must  be  statements  oi  facts. 
Holmes  v.  Anderson,  18  Barb.  420. 

21.  Where  a  witness  states  that  he  does  not  know  the  gene- 
ral character  and  standing  of  a  person  offered  as  a  witness, 
he  cannot  be  asked  whether  he  would  believe  the  latter  on 
oath.  The  reason  of  the  rule  is,  that  no  one  is  supposed  to 
be  always  ready  to  explain  particular  actions,  suddenly  ob- 
jected against,  but  every  one  is  presumed  always  to  have 
within  reach  evidence  of  general  good  character  and  de- 
meanor.   Stanton  v.  Packer,  5  K.  108. 

22.  "Where  one  seeks  to  discredit  a  witness,  the  proper  ques- 
tion is,  whether,  from  his  knowledge  of  the  general  character 
and  standing  of  the  witness,  the  person  interrogated  would 
believe  him  on  oath.    Tb. 

23.  Evidence  of  good  character  is  not  admissible  to  repel 
the  imputation  of  fraud  in  civil  proceedings.  Aliter,  where 
character  is  directly  put  in  issue,  or  on  the  trial  of  an  offence 
against  the  state,  involving  moral  turpitude,  or  on  an  indict- 
ment for  a  breach  of  the  peace.   Wa/rd  v.  Herndon,  5  Port.  382, 

24.  Where  a  defendant  has  voluntarily  put  his  character  in 
issue,  and  evidence  for  the  prosecution  has  been  introduced, 
the  examination  may  extend  to  particular  facts.  The  Com- 
monwealth V.  Robinson,  Tha.  Crim.  Ca.  230. 

25.  At  the  trial  of  an  issue  impeaching  a  decree  of  the 
judge  of  probate,  as  obtained  by  fraud  and  collusion,  the 
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general  character  of  the  parties  accused  of  the  fraud  is  not 
examinable.    Potter  t.  Webb,  6  Greenleaf,  14. 

26.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  fraudulent  representation, 
evidence  of  the  good  character  of  the  defendant,  for  honesty 
and  fairness  in  business  transactions,  is  inadmissible.  Gough 
V.  St.  John,  16  Wend.  646. 

27.  On  a  trial  for  murder,  evidence  of  the  good  or  bad 
character  of  the  deceased  is  inadmissible,  except  in  cases 
where  it  has  a  tendency  to  show  the  character  of  the  act  of 
killing ;  as  whether  it  was  committed  in  self-defence  or  not. 
Quesenberry  v.  The  State,  3  Stew.  &  Port.  308. 

28.  Evidence  to  discredit  a  witness  must  go  to  his  general 
character,  not  to  specific  acts.  Wike  v.  Lightner,  11  Serg. 
&  Eawle,  198. 

29.  Evidence  of  a  person's  general  character  is  not  admis- 
sible, unless  the  character  is  directly  in  issue,  whether  such 
evidence  is  offered  to  rebut  positive  or  presumptive  evidence. 
Humphrey  v.  Hunvphrey,  7  Conn.  116. 

30.  Therefore,  where  the  respondent,  on  a  petition  for  a 
divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  offered  evidence  that  her 
general  character  was  fair,  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  pre- 
sumptive testimony  adduced  by  the  petitioner  to  prove  the 
crime,  it  was  held,  that  such  evidence  was  inadmissible.     Ih. 

31.  Evidence  of  the  bad  character  of  a  prisoner  is  in- 
admissible, where  no  evidence  in  support  of  his  character 
has  been  adduced  by  him.     People  v.  White,  14  "Wend.  111. 

32.  One  who  has  derived  his  knowledge  of  another's  gene- 
ral character  for  truth  and  veracity  from  common  report, 
may  testify  as  to  such  character.  Kimmel  v.  Kimmel,  3 
Serg.  &  Kawle,  336. 

33.  In  a  prosecution  for  a  private  assault,  under  the  Con- 
necticut statute,  the  general  character  of  the  defendant  can- 
not be  inquired  into.     Thompson  v.  Church,  1  Eoot,  312. 

34.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  testimony  of  a  witness  who 
deposes  to  general  reputation  of  pedigree,  that  he  is  not  one 
of  the  family  or  intimately  acquainted  with  it.  Banert  v. 
Day,  3  Wash.  0.  C.  243. 

35.  Evidence  of  general  character  is  admissible  in  a  crimi- 
nal prosecution ;  but  it  is  .  entitled  to  little  weight,  unless 
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where  the  fact  is  dubious  or  the  testimony  presumptive.    Th& 
State  V.  Wells,  Coxe,  424. 

36.  Evidence  of  the  general  good  character  of  a  witness  is 
inadmissible,  where  his  general  character  has  not  been  im- 
peached, although  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  prove  facts 
inconsistent  with  his  testimony  and  to  show  that  he  had  been 
privy  to  a  fraud  in  a  deed,  under  which  the  plaintiff  claimed 
title.     Sogers  v.  Moore,  10  Conn.  13. 

37.  General  reputation,  as  to  a  petitioner  for  his  freedom, 
or  his  maternal  ancestor,  that  they  were  entitled  to  their 
freedom,  is  not  admissible  evidence.  Walkup  v.  Pratt,  5 
Har.  &  J.  51. 

38.  It  is  not  competent  for  a  party,  calling  the  subscribing 
witness  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  execution  of  a  deed, 
to  impeach  his  general  character  for  truth.  Whitaher  v. 
Salisbury,  15  Pick.  534. 

39.  Where  character  is  in  issue,  evidence  of  public  opinion 
is  always  admissible.    Boynton  v.  Kellogg,  3  Mass.  189. 

40.  Where  the  person  injured,  and  the  principal  witness 
in  a  prosecution  for  an  attempt  to  commit  a  rape  was  deaf 
and  dumb,  the  public  prosecutor  offered  evidence  to  prove 
that  her  general  character  for  truth  was  good.  It  was  held, 
that  such  evidence  was  admissible,  though  no  impeachment 
of  her  character  had  been  attempted.  State  v.  De  Wolfe,  8 
Conn.  93. 

41.  Evidence  of  the  general  character  of  a  party  is  admis- 
sible only  where  character  is  put  in  issue.  Anderson  v.  Long, 
10  Serg.  &  Eawle,  55. 

42.  Where  the  plaintiff's  character  is  not  at  issue,  evidence 
impeaching  it  is  not  admissible.  Athinson  v.  Oraham,  5 
Watts,  411. 

43.  A  witness  impeached  by  proof,  that  before  the  trial  he 
made  statements  which  conflict  with  his  testimony,  cannot 
be  restored  to  credit  by  evidence  that  he  has  previously 
made  statements  in  respect  to  the  points  upon  which  he  was 
contradicted  which  are  consistent  with  his  testimony.  Smith 
V.  Stickney,  17  Barb.  489. 

44.  A  witness  may  be  impeached  as  to  material  matter, 
by  proving  different  statements  made  by  him  out  of  court, 
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either  before  or  after  trial,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  ask  him 
first  if  he  made  such  statements.  Tucker  t.  Welsh,  17  Mass. 
100. 

46.  The  credibility  of  a  female  witness  may  be  impeached 
by  proTing  that  she  is  a  prostitute.  Oommonwealtk  v.  Mur- 
phy,  14  Mass.  387. 

46.  A  defendant,  having  made  the  plaintiff  a  witness,  can- 
not impeach  his  credibility,  nor  contradict  him  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  impeachment ;  but  where,  in  an  action  on  a  note, 
such  witness  testified  that  he  took  the  note  in  question,  with- 
out notice  of  defect,  it  was  held,  that  by  his  further  examina- 
tion or  otherwise,  his  knowledge  of  circumstances  amounting, 
in  legal  efi'ect,  to  sufficient  notice,  might  be  shown.  Hol- 
Irooh  V.  Mix,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  154. 

47.  The  credibility  of  a  witness  is  a  matter  for  the  jury  or 
court  before  whom  a  cause  is  tried.  Their  decision  thereon 
will  not  be  interfered  with  on  appeal.  Watkins  v.  Cousall, 
1  Smith's  C.  P.  E.  65. 

48.  The  admission  of  contradictory  statements  of  a  witness, 
made  to  third  persons  on  some  former  occasion,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  suspicions  as  to  the  truth  of  his  testimony,  is 
not  allowed,  unless  the  witness  whose  testimony  has  thus 
been  sought  to  be  impeached,  has  been  first  interrogated  as 
to  the  contradictory  statements  which  are  adduced  against 
him.    Fletcher  y.  Fletcher,  5  An,  408. 

49.  In  an  action  of  slander,  a  witness  was  asked  what  was 
the  character  of  the  plaintiff  for  chastity  among  the  majority 
of  her  neighbors  with  whom  he  had  conversed.  Held,  that 
such  evidence  was  inadmissible.  Adams  v.  Hannon,  3  Mis. 
222. 

50.  A  paper  signed  by  an  individual  may  be  offered  in 
evidence  to  lessen  his  credit,  after  he  has  given  testimony  on 
the  trial,  by  showing  contradictions  between  the  testimony 
and  his  written  statement.    Lynch  v.  Postleihwaite,  7  M.  209. 

61.  Evidence  of  a  female's  bad  character  for  chastity  is  no 
impeachment,  in  Pennsylvania,  of  her  character  for  veracity. 
Gilchrist  V.  WKee,  4  'W'atts,  380. 

52.  In  civil  cases,  where  the  nature  of  the  action  itself  does 
not  involve  the  general  character  of  a  party,  evidence  as  to 
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that  character  cannot  be  offered  to  contradict  an  imputation 
of  dishonesty  or  even  of  fraud.  Smets  v.  Plunket,  1  Strobh. 
372. 

53.  After  an  effort  has  been  made  to  assail  the  general 
reputation  of  a  plaintiff  in  slander,  he  may  prove  his  good 
character.    Holley  v.  Burgess,  9  Ala.  Y28. 

54.  On  a  trial  for  taurder,  the  character  of  the  deceased, 
as  a  violent  man,  is  not  admissible  in  evidence.  The  State  v. 
Thawley,  4  Harringt.  562. 

55.  The  testimony  of  one  witness  to  a  signature,  who  swears 
he  saw  the  party  sign,  and  whose  credibility  is  not  impeached, 
will  not  be  invalidated  by  the  negative  statements,  on  oath, 
of  two  witnesses,  made  on  a  comparison  of  handwriting  of 
the  party  and  his  signature  to  documents  on  file  in  the  suit. 
Bell  V.  Norwood,  7  Lou.  103, 

?>Q.  Evidence  to  impeach  the  truth  and  veracity  of  a  party 
swearing  to  his  account-books,  is  inadmissible.  Winans  v. 
Nickerson,  1  Wis.  1. 

57.  Where  a  witness  is  illiterate,  or  his  statements  appear 
extraordinary,  evidence  may  be  introduced  to  sustain  his 
testimony,  by  showing  that  he  made  the  same  statements  at 
the  time  of  the  transaction,  though  no  attempt  had  been 
made  to  impeach  his  evidence  or  character.  Pilie  v.  Ken,- 
ner,  2  E.  95. 

58.  Evidence  of  good  general  character  is  not  admissible, 
where  the  evidence  against  the  defendant  is  clear  and  con- 
vincing.    United  States  v.  Rouderlush,!  Baldw.  514. 

59.  Evidence  that  a  witness  is  or  has  been  a  common 
prostitute,  is  inadmissible  to  impeach  her  credit.  Jackson  v. 
Lewis,  13  Johns.  504. 
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The  term  hearsay  is  used  with  reference  to  that  which  is 
written,  as  well  as  to  that  which  is  spoken ;  and,  in  its  legal 
sense,  it  denotes  that  kind  of  evidence  which  does  not  derive 
its  value  solely  from  the  credit  to  he  given  to  the  witness 
himself,  but  rests,  also,  in  part,  on  the  veracity  and  compe- 
tency of  some  other  person.    1  Phil.  Ev.  185. 

Hearsay  evidence,  as  thus  described,  is  uniformly  held  in- 
competent to  establish  any  s;pecific  fact,  which,  in  its  nature, 
is  susceptible  of  being  proved  by  witnesses  who  can  speak 
from  their  knowledge.    1  Greenleaf,  127. 

"Where  the  question  is,  whether  the  party  acted  prudently, 
wisely  or  in  good  faith,  the  information  on  which  he  acted, 
whether  true  or  false,  is  original  and  material  evidence. 
This  is  often  illustrated  in  actions  for  malicious  prosecutions, 
and  also  in  cases  of  agency  and  of  trusts* 

So,  also,  letters  and  conversation  addressed  to  a  person, 
whose  sanity  is  the  fact  in  the  question,  being  connected  in 
evidence  with  some  act  done  by  him,  are  original  evidence 
to  show  whether  he  was  insane  or  not.     Fb.  128. 

The  replies  given  to  inquiries  made  at  the  residence  of  an 
absent  witness,  or  at  the  dwelling-house  of  a  bankrupt,  deny- 
ing that  he  was  at  home,  are  also  original  evidence.  Pelle- 
treau  v.  Jackson,  11  "Wend.  110, 123,  124. 

Evidence  of  general  reputation,  reputed  ownership,  pubUa 
rumor,  general  'notoriety  and  the  like,  though  composed  of 
the  speech  of  third  persons  not  under  oath,  is  original  evi- 
dence and  not  hearsay  ;  thesubjectof  inquiry  being  the  con- 
currence of  many  voices  to  the  same  fact. 

Wherever  the  bodily  or  mental  feelings  of  an  individual 
are  material  to  be  proved,  the  usual  expressions  of  such  feel- 
ings, made  at  the  time  in  question,  are  also  original  evidence. 
1  Greenleaf,  129. 
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It  is  now  settled  that  the  law  resorts  to  hearsay  evidence 
in  cases  of  pedigree,  upon  the  ground  of  the  interest  of  the 
declarants  in  the  person,  from  whom  the  descent  is  made  out, 
and  their  consequent  interest  in  knowing  the  connections  of 
the  family.    M.  131. 

The  term  pedigree,  however,  embraces  not  only  descent 
and  relationship,  but  also  the  facts  of  lirth,  marriage  and 
death,  and  the  times  when  these  events  happened.    lb.  182. 

Inscriptions  on  tombstones  and  other  funeral  monuments, 
engravings  on  rings,  inscriptions  on  family  portraits,  charts 
of  pedigree  and  the  like,  are  also  admissible  as  original  evi- 
dence of  the  same  facts.  Those  which  are  proved  to  have 
been  made  by  or  under  the  direction  of  a  deceased  relative, 
are  admitted  as  his  declarations.    lb.  133. 

There  are  other  declarations  which  are  admitted  as  origi- 
nal evidence,  being  distinguished  from  hearsay  by  their  con- 
nection with  the  principal  fact  under  the  investigation. 

Surrounding  circumstances,  constituting  parts  of  the  res 
gestcB,  may  always  be  shown  to  the  jury  along  with  the 
principal  fact ;  and  their  admissibility  is  determined  by  the 
judge,  according  to  the  degree  of  their  relation  to  that  fact, 
and  in  the  exercise  of  his  sound  discretion.     Ih.  135,  136. 

Wherever  any  number  of  persons  associate  themselves  in 
the  joint  prosecution  of  a  common  enterprise  or  design,  con- 
ferring on  the  collective  body  the  attribute  of  individuality, 
by  mutual  compact,  as  in  commercial  partnerships  and 
similar  cases,  the  act  or  declaration  of  each  member,  in 
furtherance  of  the  common  object  of  the  association,  is  the 
act  of  all. 

By  the  very  act  of  association,  each  one  is  constituted  the 
agent  of  all. 

An  admission,  however,  by  one  partner,  made  after  the 
dissolution,  in  regard  to  business  of  the  firm  previously 
transacted,  has  been  held  to  be  binding  on  the  firm.  lb. 
140,  141. 

Where  the  acts  of  the  agent  will  bind  the  principal,  there 
his  representations,  declarations  and  admissions  respecting 
the  subject-matter  will  also  bind  him,  if  made  at  the  same 
time  and  constituting  part  of  the  res  gestae,    lb.  144, 145,  146. 
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But  the  admission  or  declaration  of  his  agent  binds  him 
only  when  it  is  made  during  the  continuance  of  the  agency 
in  regard  to  a  transaction  then  depending,  et  dumfervet  opus. 
II.  148. 

s  The  admission  of  the  party's  own  shop-hooks,  in  proof  of 
the  delivery  of  goods  therein  charged,  the  entries  having 
been  made  by  his  clerk,  stands  upon  the  same  principle 
which  we  are  now  considering.  The  books  must  have  been 
kept  for  the  purpose,  and  the  entries  must  have  been  made 
contemporaneous  with  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  by  the 
person  whose  duty  it  was,  for  the  time  being,  to  make  them. 
In  such  cases,  the  books  are  held  admissible  as  evidence  of 
the  delivery  of  the  goods  therein  charged,  where  the  nature 
of  the  subject  is  such  as  not  to  render  better  evidence  at- 
tainable. 

In  the  United  States,  this  principle  has  been  carried  further, 
and  extended  to  entries  made  iy  the  party  himself  in  his 
own  shop-books.    Ih.  154,  155. 


Hearsay. 

1.  Hearsay  evidence,  to  prove  relationship,  must  come  from 
a  deceased  relative  or  member  of  the  family  to  which  it 
relates,  made  under  such  circumstances  as  to  preclude  the 
supposition  of  interest  or  bias,  and  such  relative  or  member 
must  be  named  by  the  witness.  Chapman  v.  Chapman,  2 
Conn.  34T. 

2.  Such  declarations,  to  be  evidence  of  title,  must  not 
be  general,  but  the  particular  relationship  must  be  pointed 
out,  and  it  must  be  such  as  to  make  that  person  heir.  A 
declaration  that  a  person  claimed  as  heir,  and  was  a  relative 
of  the  ancestor,  ia  not  sufficient.    Ih. 

3.  Evidence  of  general  rumor  of  the  neighborhood,  that 
certain  slaves,  in  possession  of  the  defendant  in  execution, 
were  the  separate  property  of  his  wife,  is  not  admissible 
evidence  for  the  sheriff,  either  to  show  an  excuse  for  not 
levying  plaintiff's  execution,  or  as  tending  "  to  show  a  rea- 
sonable excuse  for  not  levying  within  a  reasonable  time  for 
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making  necessary  inquiries  as  to  the  title  of  property." 
Whitsett  V.  Slater,  23  Ala.  626. 

4.  Eeputation  and  hearsay  is  such  evidence  as  is  entitled  to 
respect  in  a  question  of  boundary,  where  the  lapse  of  time  is 
so  great  as  to  render  it  difficult  to  prove  the  existence  of  the 
original  landmarks.    Nieman  v.  Ward,  1  "Watts  &  Serg.  68. 

5.  In  questions  of  pedigree,  the  declaration  of  aged  and 
deceased  members  of  the  family  may  be  proved,  and  given 
in  evidence.    Elliott  v.  Piersoll,  1  Peters,  328. 

6.  Where  a  letter  from  a  deceased  member  of  the  family, 
stating  the  pedigree  of  the  family,  was  sworn  to  by  the  wife 
as  having  been  written  :by  the  husband,  and  as  containing 
facts  which  he  had  often  mentioned  to  her  in  his  lifetime,  it 
was  held,  that  both  the  letter  and  the  testimony  of  the  wife 
were  legal  evidence  in  a  question  of  pedigree.    Ih.    f 

7.  Pedigree  cannot  be  proved  by  hearsay  evidence  derived 
from  persons  through  whom  the  title  to  the  premises  is  at- 
tempted to  be  derived.    S^eed  v.  Brooks,  T  J.  J.  Marsh.  119. 

8.  Hearsay  evidence  is  incompetent  to  establish  any 
specific  fact  which  is,  in  its  nature,  capable  of  being  proved 
by  witnesses  who  speak  from  their  own  knowledge.  Mima 
Queen  v.  Sepbum,  7  Oranch,  290. 

9.  Hearsay  evidence  may  be  received  to  establish  ancient 
boundaries.    Boardman  v.  Heed,  6  Peters,  328. 

10.  Where  a  witness  neither  recollects  the  facts,  nor  re- 
members to  have  recognised  a  certain  written  statement  as 
true,  and  the  writing  was  not  made  by  him,  his  testimony, 
founded  on  such  writing,  is  but  hearsay,  and  he  can  no  more 
give  evidence  of  his  inference  from  what  a  third  person  has 
written,  than  from  what  a  third  person  has  said.  Lewis  v. 
Kramer,  3  Md.  265. 

11.  Hearsay,  or  common  reputation,  or  the  belief  of  the 
witness  founded  .upon  such  a  basis,  is  not  competent  evidence 
to  prove  that  certain  persons  were  partners.  Sicks  v.  Gra/m, 
17  Vt.  449. 

12.  General  reputation  is  not  competent  evidence  to  prove 
a  partnership,  but  the  transactions  of  parties  bearing  on  the 
point  may  be  received,  if  not  objectionable  on  general  princi- 
ples.   Eersom  v.  Henderson,  3  Foster,  (IST.  H.)  498. 
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13.  Hearsay  evidence  is  not  admissible.  Demoney  v. 
Walker,  Ooxe,  33. 

14.  Hearsay  evidence  is  in  general  inadmissible.  Clai- 
horne  v.  Parrish,  2  "Wash.  146. 

15. , The  words,  "He  was  considered  in  good  circumstances 
as  to  property,"  used  by  a  witness,  amount  to  hearsay  evi- 
dence.    Caswell  V.  Howard,  16  Pick.  567. 

16.  In  an  action  against  several  defendants  as  partners,  the 
testimony  of  a  witness  that  he  had  heard,  or  that  it  was  the 
common  reputation,  that  one  of  the  defendants  had  ceased  to 
be  a  partner,  was  held  to  be  inadmissible.  Ooddard  v. 
Pratt,  16  Pick.  412. 

IT.  It  is  not  in  cases  of  pedigree  alone  that  hearsay  evi- 
dence of  the  fact  of  death  is  admissible.  Primm  v.  StewaH, 
7  Texfc,  178. 

18.  A  witness  testified  that  she  heard  of  A.'s  marriage 
before  the  death  of  A.'s  father,  as  she  thought ;  that  she 
thought  A.'s  marriage  was  before  her  own,  which  was  in 
1810 ;  that  she  was,  as  she  believed,  in  1811,  in  "W.,  where  she 
heard  that  A.'s  father  was  dead.  This  evidence  was  held 
admissible  to  prove  the  death  of  A.'s  father.  Scott  v.  Eatliffe, 
5  Peters,  81. 

19.  Hearsay  evidence  of  the  place  of  a  man's  birth  is  in- 
admissible.   Shearer  v.  Clay,  1  Litt.  260. 

20.  What  one,  now  dead,  heard  another,  also  dead,  say  as 
to  a  boundary,  may  be  given  in  evidence  in  a  suit  concern- 
ing that  boundary.     Blaird  v.  Talbot,  Cooke,  142. 

21.  Hearsay  evidence  of  the  place  of  birth  of  a  party  is 
inadmissible.    Brooks  v.  Clay,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  545. 

22.  In  an  action  upon  a  bond  against  an  executor,  letters 
of  a  former  executor  to  the  plaintiff,  touching  payments  and 
the  amount  due,  are  competent  for  the  plaintiff.  Carll  v. 
Hart,  15  Barb.  565. 

23.  Though  hearsay  and  reputation  may  be  received  as 
evidence  to  prove  pedigree,  yet,  where  the  witnesses  are  not 
connected  with  the  family,  have  no  personal  knowledge  of 
the  facts  of  which  they  speak,  and  have  not  derived  their  in- 
formation from  persons  connected  or  particularly  acquainted 
with  the  family,  but  speak  generally  of  what  they  have 


HEAESAT.  351 

heard  and  understood,  such  evidence  is  insufficient  for  that 
purpose.     Jackson  v.  Browner,  18  Johns.  37. 

24.  "Whether  a  party  is  insolvent  or  not,  cannot  be  proved 
by  general  reputation.  Molyneaux  v.  Collier,  13  Geo. 
406. 

25.  A  voluntary  affidavit  (as  the  protest  of  a  master  of  a 
vessel)  ranks  with  hearsay  evidence,  and  is  not  receivable 
where  better  evidence  can  be  had.  Patterson  v.  Maryla/nd 
Ins.  Co.,  3  Har.  &  J.  Yl. 

26.  Evidence  of  what  a  deceased  surveyor  told  the  witness 
is  inadmissible  to  prove  a  boundary.  Cherry  v.  Boyd,  Litt. 
Sel.  Ca.  7. 

27.  A  party  cannot  give  in  evidence  his  conversation  with 
a  third  person,  except  it  be  part  of  the  res  gestm  of  a  matter 
already  in  evidence.    Penniman  v.  Patchin,  6  Yt.  325. 

28.  Hearsay  evidence  is  sufficient  to  prove  a  pedigree. 
Jackson  v.  Cooley,  8  Johns.  128. 

29.  The  confessions  of  a  person,  who  is  himself  a  compe- 
tent witness,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence.  Woodward  v. 
Paine,  15  Johns.  493. 

30.  The  general  character  of  a  witness,  at  his  place  of 
business,  cannot  be  shown  by  evidence  of  what  rumor  said 
of  it  before  he  came  to  that  place.  Camjybell  v.  The  State, 
23  Ala.  44. 

31.  Evidence  of  what  the  plaintiff's  ancestor  said,  with  re- 
gard to  the  boundary  of  the  land,  was  held  admissible  evi- 
dence in  ejectment.  Howell  v.  Tilden,  1  Har.  &  M'Hen. 
84  ;  Bedding  v.  M'CulUn,  1  Har.  &  M'Hen.  368. 

32.  Hearsay  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  prove  the  sale 
of  a  slave,  though  it  is  admissible  to  establish  the  pedigree 
of  the  slave,  and  to  identify  the  original  ancestor  from  whom 
the  pedigree  is  deduced.     Walkujp  v.  Pratt,  5  Har.  &  J.  51. 

33.  Although,  in  questions  of  pedigree,  the  declarations  of 
deceased  members  of  a  family,  as  to  marria'ges,  are  admitted, 
yet  where  the  marriage  is  to  be  shown  as  a  substantive,  in- 
dependent fact,  it  is  within  none  of  the  exceptions  to  the 
general  rule,  as  to  the  exclusion  of  hearsay  evidence.  West- 
field  v.  Warren,  3  Halst.  249. 

34.  Hearsay  from  persons  who  are  dead,  concerning  an- 
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cient  bounds,  is  inadmissible,  if  such  persons  were  interested. 
Porter  v.  Warner,  2  Koot,  22. 

35.  Hearsay  evidence  of  pedigree  should  not  be  admitted 
where  the  facts  are  not  ancient,  and  better  evidence  can  be 
had.    Birney  v.  Hwrm,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  322. 

36.  Hearsay  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  boundary. 
Cherry  v.  Boyd,  Litt.  Sel.  Ca.  T. 

37.  Admissions  of  the  mortgagee,  while  he  held  the  mort- 
gage, are  not  admissible  to  impeach  it  in  the  hands  of  his 
assignee.  Booth  v.  Swezey,  Court  of  Appeals,  (Selden,) 
August,  1853. 

38.  Conversations  of  clerks  or  agents  are  admissible  only 
as  a  part  of  the  res  gestce.  Admissions  made  after  the  trans- 
action are  incompetent.    Fogg  v.  Child,  13  Barb.  246. 

39.  The  declarations  of  a  wife  are  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence against  the  husband.    Dubois  v.  Farrand,  8  An.  378. 

40.  Declarations  which  form  a  part  of  the  res  gestae  are 
admissible  in  evidence.  Kirby  v.  The  State,  7  Yerg.  259  ; 
Evans  v.  Jones,  8  Terg.  461. 

41.  The  declarations  and  acts  of  a  party  to  the  suit  are 
good  evidence  for  him,  when  they  make  a  part  of  the  res 
gestae.    Bedford  v.  Jacobs,  4  !N".  S.  528. 

42.  Hearsay  is  not  evidence,  except  in  relation  to  pedigree, 
custom  or  prescription,  or  where  the  exceptions  to  the  rule 
are  as  ancient  as  the  rule  itself.  Eoeringham,  v.  Messroon, 
2  Brev.  461. 

43.  Hearsay  evidence  is  inadmissible.  ParTcer  v.  The 
State,  8  Blactf.  292. 

44.  Where  a  party  has  been  absent  from  his  place  of  resi- 
dence for  more  than  seven  years,  and  has  not  been  heard 
from  during  that  period,  and  is  afterwards  seen  in  his  own 
state,  hearsay  evidence  of  the  fact  is  not  admissible,  but  the 
persons  who  saw  him  should  be  brought  to  testify  to  the  fact. 
Smothers  v.  Mud^,  9  B.  Mon.  490. 

45.  After  the  death  of  an  auctioneer,  his  regular  record 
book  may  be  offered  in  evidence,  although  the  particular 
entry  be  ,hot  in  his  handwriting,  and  parol  proof  may  be  re- 
ceived of  the  correctness  of  the  entries.  Oxnard  v.  Locke^ 
13  Lou.  449. 
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46.  It  is  not  competent  for  one  on  trial  for  larceny  to  prove 
that  another  person  acknowledged  that  he  had  committed 
the  theft  complained  of,  for  that  would  be  only  hearsay  evi- 
dence.    Commmiwealth  v.  Chabhoch,  1  Mass.  144. 

47.  On  an  indictment  for  larceny,  the  defendant  may  prove 
that  another  person  stole  the  articles  mentioned  in  the  indict- 
ment, in  exculpation  of  himself ;  but  it  is  not  competent  for 
him  to  prove,  by  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  that  another 
person  had  acknowledged  that  he  had  stolen  the  articles,  for 
such  testimony  would  be  no  more  than  hearsay  evidence.   Ih. 

48.  The  declarations  of  one,  not  a  party  to  a  suit,  cannot 
be  received  in  evidence,  unless  part  of  the  res  gestae.  Dis- 
muhes  v.  Musgrove,  8  JS".  S.  388. 

49.  A.  made  a  fraudulent  conveyance  of  his  land  to  B.,  who 
afterwards,  being  in  failing  circumstances,  re-conveyed  the 
land,  without  consideration,  to  A.  In  ejectment  by  0. 
against  A.,  involving  the  validity  of  such  re-conveyance,  the 
defendant  offered  the  declarations  of  B.,  made  to  the  plain- 
tiff out  of  court,  showing  that  the  deed  from  A.  to  B.  was 
ionajlde,  being  intended  as  a  security  for  responsibilities  in- 
curred by  B.  on  A.'s  account,  and  a  writing  of  defeasance 
simultaneously  given  back.  It  was  held,  that  such  declara- 
tions were  inadmissible,  being  irrelevant  and  mere  hearsay. 
Chopin  V.  Pease,  10  Conn.  69. 

60.  Hearsay,  as  a  general  rule,  is  not  evidence,  but  when 
no  better  evidence  can  be  supposed  to  exist,  it  is  admitted. 
Gould  V.  /Smith,  35  Maine,  (5  Ked.)  513. 

61.  In  an  action  of  slander,  for  calling  plaintiff  "a  thief," 
evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  the  plaintiff's  father  had 
reproached  him  on  account  of  sojne  crime  he  had  committed. 
It  is  only  hearsay  evidence,  and  the  father  himself  could  not 
be  heard,  if  he  were  offered  as  a  witness.  Quartreveaux  v. 
Caboche,  14  Lou.  366. 

62.  The  hearsay  declaration  of  the  father  is  not  competent ' 
evidence  to  prove  the  place  of  the  child's  birth.    Indepen- 
dence V.  Pompton,  4  Halst.  209. 

53.  The  declarations  of  a  deceased  chain-carrier,  with  re- 
gard to  the  corner  of  a  survey,  were  held  inadmissible.  ElU- 
coU  v.  Pearl,  10  Peters,  412. 
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64.  Declarations  of  the  parties  to  a  transaction  attacked  as 
fraudulent,  and  made  one  or  two  years  after  the  transaction, 
are  inadnaissible  in  their  own  favor,  to  prove  that  the  trans- 
action was  not  fraudulent.    Palfrey  v.  Francois,  8  N.  S.  264. 

65.  Hearsay  evidence  of  what  deceased  relations,  who  had 
no  interest  to  misrepresent,  have  been  heard  to  say,  is  admis- 
sible to  prove  a  pedigree.     Waldron  v.  Tuttle,  4  N.  H.  371. 

56.  The  hearsay  evidence,  admissible  in  cases  of  pedigree, 
is  limited  to  those  connected  with  the  family  who  are  sup- 
posed to  have  known  the  relationship  existing.  Such  hearsay 
declarations  must  have  been  made  before  the  suit  commenced. 
Stem  V.  Bowman,  13  Peters,  209. 

67.  In  an  action  by  creditors  to  annul  a  mortgage,  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  the  general  opinion  of  persons  residing  in  the 
neighborhood  of  the  mortgagees,  as  to  the  insolvency  of  the 
mortgagor  at  the  time  of  the  mortgage,  is  a  fact  which  may 
be  shown,  on  which  to  found  a  presumption  that  the  mort- 
gagees were  not  ignorant  of  it.  Bramder  v.  Ferriday,  16 
Lou.  296. 

58.  Hearsay  is  admissible  evidence  of  the  death  of  a  per- 
son.   Jaclcson  v.  Boneham,  15  Johns.  226. 

59.  It  seems  that  a  register  of  marriages  and  births,  kept 
in  the  records  of  a  town,  is  evidence  of  pedigree  and  heir- 
ship.   Tb. 

60.  Evidence  of  what  a  brother  of  a  plaintiff  heard  their 
father  and  mother  say  in  relation  to  the  plaintiff's  age,  is 
inadmissible.    Albertson  v.  Bobeson,  1  Dall.  9. 

61.  "Where  the  law  requires  one  to  swear  to  his  belief  of 
certain  facts,  he  may  show,  as  one  of  the  grounds  on  which 
his  belief  was  founded,  the  declarations  of  third  persons  to 
him  relative  to  those  facts.  Ponsony  v.  Debaillon,  6  N.  S. 
246. 

62.  Hearsay  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  pedigree. 
StricMand  v.  Poole,  1  Dall.  14. 

63.  The  written  declaration  of  the  insured  furnished  to  the 
insurer,  is  not  evidence  of  the  value  or  cost  of  the  insured 
property,  in  the  action  of  his  assignee.  WestlaTce  v.  The  St. 
Lawrence  County  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  14  Barb.  206. 

64.  A  party  cannot  give  his  own  conversation  in  evidence. 
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even  in  cross-examining  a  witness  of  the  opposite  party. 
Perrie  v.  Williams,  5  N.  S.  694. 

65.  Declarations  of  the  assignor  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
made  a  week  or  two  after  the  assignment ;  estimates  of  the 
value  of  his  property,  made  by  him,  whether  before  or  after 
the  assignment,  and  his  testimony  on  the  trial,  that  when  he 
made  it  he  supposed  himself  solvent,  are  all  incompetent  to 
impeach  it. .   Ogden  v.  Peters,  15  Barb.  560. 

66.  In  a  libel  suit,  the  terms  and  conditions  on  which  the 
defendant  requested  and  directed  the  publication  to  be  made, 
are  admissible  in  evidence  on  his  behalf  as  part  of  the  res 
gestcB  showing  his  motives.  Where  such  evidence  was  ex- 
cluded on  the  trial,  and  the  defendant  excepted,  though 
afterwards  plaintiff  proved  by  other  testimony  the  publica- 
tion of  the  same  libel  at  another  time,  the  defendant  is  not 
thereby  precluded  from  the  benefit  of  his  exception.  Taylor 
v.  Church,  4  Selden,  (N".  Y.)  453. 

67.  Admissions  of  a  party  holding  written  securities  for  a 
debt  made  while  he  is  owner  of  them,  are  not  necessarily 
evidence,  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae  against  his  assignee,  but 
under  some  circumstances  may  be  excluded  as  hearsay. 
Booth  V.  Swezey,  4  Selden,  (N.  Y.)  276. 

68.  An  invoice  is  no  evidence  against  the  master  of  a  ves- 
sel to  show  the  contents  of  packages  shipped.  Urquharts  v, 
Robinson,  1  M.  236  ;  Watson  v.  Yates,  10  M.  687. 

69.  In  a  suit  by  a  firm  for  the  restitution  in  damages  of 
goods  stolen,  when  a  femme  coverte  is  a  partner  and  one  of 
the  plaintiffs,  the  acts  and  declarations  of  her  husband, 
though  not  a  partner,  in  relation  to  the  matters  in  contest, 
wherein  he  had  taken  an  active  part,  are  admissible,  as 
forming  part  of  the  res  gestm.  He  is  regarded,  in  such  a 
case,  as  representing  his  wife  with  the  consent  of  her  partner. 
Hewet  V.  Wilson,  7  Lou.  75. 

70.  The  declarations  of  a  third  person,  made  in  the  pres- 
ence of  a  party,  and  assented  to  by  him,  are  admissible  evi- 
dence against  him.     Gommonwealth  v.  Call,  21  Pick.  515. 

Tl.  Tlie  assent  of  the  party  is  presumed,  if  nothing  is  said 
by  Mm  inconsistent  with  that  presumption.    Ih. 
72.  On  cross-examination,  plaintiff's  witness  becomes  that 
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of  defendant,  who  cross-examines,  and  the  latter  cannot 
make  his  own  declarations,  made  out  of  the  presence  of  the 
other  party,  evidence  in  his  own  faTor.  Flowers.  C  Conner, 
7  Lou.  207. 

73.  It  is  not  conclusive  against  the  maker  of  a  note,  that 
he  has  acknowledged  that  the  signature  was  his.  8alem 
Bank  V.  Gloucester  Bank,  17  Mass.  1. 

74.  In  a  suit  on  an  alleged  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of 
another,  the  defendant  may  show  that,  on  several  occasions, 
about  the  time  of  the  alleged  promise,  he  had  refused  to  be- 
come surety  for  the  same  person  to  other  persons,  and  on 
other  occasions.     Gasquet  v.  Kohernot,  5  Lou.  268. 

75.  Merchants'  books  are  evidence  against  those  with  whom 
they  have  dealt,  on  proof  of  the  clerk's  handwriting  and  his 
death ;  but  extracts  from  them  form  no  proof.  Herring  v. 
Levy,  i  E".  S.  383  ;  Sunter  v.  Smith,  6  N.  S.  352. 

76.  Declarations  of  third  persons  are  inadmissible,  unless 
they  have  a  joint  interest  with  the  parties,  or  some  legal  re- 
lation exists  between  them.    Kiliurn  v.  Ritchie,  2  Cal.  145. 

77.  The  declarations  of  the  vendor,  out  of  the  presence  of 
the  vendee,  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  the  latter,  as 
proof  of  fraud  in  the  vendor,  but  not  as  a  proof  of  fraud  in 
the  vendee.  Guidry  v.  Grivot,  2  N.  S.  13 ;  Whiting  y.  Pren- 
tice, 12  E.  146. 

78.  Where  the  responsibility  of  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff depended  on  his  having  or  not  having  paid  money  to  a 
third  person,  the  receipt  of  this  third  person  was  allowed  to 
be  given  in  evidence  by  the  defendant,  although  the  plaintiff 
did  not  concur  in  nor  become  a  party  to  the  receipt.  Mal- 
chaux  V.  Lefebvre,  4  IST.  S.  489. 

79.  Merchants'  books  do  not  prove  against  other  merchants 
the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  articles  therein  charged.  John- 
ston V.  Breedlove,  2  N.  S.  509  ;  Herring  v.  Levy,  4  N.  S.  383. 

80.  A  party's  declarations,  made  in  the  absence  of  another, 
are  inadmissible  in  his  own  favor ;  but  if  made  in  his  pres- 
ence, and  admitted  or  uncontradicted,  or  even  weakly  de- 
fended, are  admissible.    Morton  v.  Rils,  6  Lou.  414. 

81.  There  are  some  exceptions  to  excluding  hearsay  testi- 
mony, which  are  said  to  be  as  old  as  the  rule  itself    There 
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are  cases  of  pedigree  or  presumption  of  custom,  and,  in  some 
cases,  of  boundary.  There  are  also  matters  of  general  and 
public  history  which  may  be  received  without  that  fall  proof 
which  is  necessary  for  the  establishment  of  a  private  fact- 
Mima  Queen  v.  Sepburn,  7  Cranch,  290  ;  2  Cond.  Eep.  496. 

82.  The  declarations  of  a  surveyor,  authorized  by  the 
owner  of  the  land  to  survey  and  lay  out  a  town,  in  reference 
to  matters  chiefly  within  the  scope  of  his  powers,  are  evidence 
against  the  owner  of  the  land  and  his  grantees,  in  an  eject- 
ment instituted  to  recover  part  of  the  land  in  the  town. 
Barclay  and  others  v.  MowelVs  Lessee^  6  Peters,  499. 

83.  In  questions  of  boundary,  what  one  (now  dead)  heard 
from  another  person,  (also  dead,)  may  be  given  in  evidence. 
Beard? s  Lessee  v.  Talbot,  Cooke,  142. 

84.  The  account-books  of  the  plaintiff  are  not  evidence  for 
him.  Cavelier  v.  Collins,  3  M.  188  ;  Martinstein  v.  Credit- 
ors, 8  E.  6  ;  Kendall  v.  Bean,  12  E.  407. 

85.  A  certificate  given  by  a  supercargo,  on  his  return  from 
the  voyage  insured,  who,  at  the  time  it  is  offered,  is  dead,  is 
not  admissible  to  prove  the  plaintiff's  interest  in  the  cargo. 
Evidence  cannot  be  given  to  prove  what  the  supercargo  has 
declared  on.this  subject.  BeaU  v.  Pettit  et  al.,  1  Wash.  C. 
0.  241. 

86.  It  appearing  that  S.  held  under  H.,  and  that  his  pos- 
session was  subordinate  to  H.'s  title  and  possession,  S.'s 
declarations  while  in  possession,  especially  when  accompanied 
by  acts,  are  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  cha- 
acter  of  the  possession  which  H.  and  S.  had  in  the  premises. 
Sheldon  v.  Van  Slyke,  16  Barb.  16. 

87.  If  evidence  of  an  act  done  by  a  party  be  admissible, 
his  declarations  made  at  the  time,  and  tending  to  elucidate 
and  give  character  to  the  act,  and  which  may  derive  credit 
from  the  act  itself,  will  be  also  admissible  as  part  of  the  res 
gestae.    Sessions  v.  Idttle,  9  N.  H.  271. 

88.  Declarations  of  a  third  person  cannot  be  proved  in 
order  to  contradict  a  bill  of  sale.  Barry  v.  Lou.  Ins.  Co.,  12 
M.  493. 

89.  The  letters  which  passed  between  parties  to  a  contract 
immediately  before  and  after  the  transaction,  may  become  so 
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connected  with  and  related  to  it  as  to  become  part  of  the 
res  gestcB,  and  so  admissible.  If.  E.  Ins.  Co.  vJ  De,  Wolf,  8 
Pick.  56. 

90.  The  declarations  of  deceased  persons,  where  they  are 
part  of  the  res  gestce,  are  admissible.  Grossman  v.  Fuller, 
17  Pick.  171. 

91.  The  plaintiff  was  descended  from  a  black  woman  named 
Violet,  who  was  his  grandmother.  He  offered  a  witness  to 
show  that  he  had  lived  in  "Violet's  neighborhood,  where  it  was 
reputed  that  she  was  entitled  to  her  freedom.  This  was  held 
inadmissible.     WaTkup  r.  Pratt,  5  Har.  &  J.  51. 

92.  As  to  proof  of  a  witness'  death  that  he  was,  when  he 
testified,  a  very  old  man,  and  that  the  now  witness  believes, 
(though  he  does  not  positively  know  him  to  be  dead,)  was 
holden  sufficient.    Pegram  v.  Isahell,  2  H.  &  M.  193. 

93.  The  law  requires  the  sanction  of  an  oath  to  all  parol 
testimony.  It  never  gives  credit  to  the  bare  assertion  of  any 
one,  however  high  his  rank  or  pure  his  morals.  Gray  v. 
Goodrich,  7  Johns.  ^Q. 

94.  Defendant  showed  that  C.  &  C,  as  partners,  had  a 
claim  against  the  plaintiff,  the  books  of  C.  &  C,  charging 
the  debt  in  favor  of  themselves  as  partners,  were  held  inad- 
missible as  evidence  to  show  their  connection.  Juniata  Bamk 
V.  Brown,  5  Serg.  &  Pawle,  226. 

95.  Letters  written  by  a  person  in  no  way  connected  with 
the  title,  are  not  evidence  to  prove  that  a  person,  under  whom 
a  party  in  ejectment  claims,  was  in  possession  at  a  particular 
time.     Morris'  Lessee  v.  Yanderen,  1  Dall.  %^. 

96.  All  translations  from  foreign  languages,  to  be  evidence, 
must  be  on  oath,  otherwise  they  are  not  receivable,  though 
made  by  a  consul.     Yomdervoort  v.  Smith,  2  Caines,  155. 

97.  "Where  a  witness  who  had  been  examined  in  a  cause 
dies,  his  evidence  may  be  proved  in  any  subsequent  trial  of 
the  cause,  if  the  person  proving  it  will  swear  that  he  gives 
the  matter  substantially.  Caton  v.  Lenox,  die,  5  Kand. 
36. 

98.  The  voluntary  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  annexed  to 
his  answer,  that  his  signature  to  the  notes  sued  on  is  forged 
and  counterfeited,  will  not  be  permitted  to  be  offered  by  him  to 
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the    jury  as   evidence.      City  JBcmh  v.   Foucher,   9  Lou. 
409. 

99.  A  policy  of  insurance  is  good  evidence  to  show 
that  a  vessel  has  been  insured.  8ylva  v.  Lafaye^  2  Lou. 
200. 

100.  The  declarations  of  third  persons  as  to  the  loss,  &c., 
of  papers  which  they  had  possessed,  cannot  be  received  in 
order  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents.  Watson 
V.  Oris,  11  Johns.  437. 

101.  In  an  action  by  one  surety  against  another  for  contri- 
bution, the  declarations  of  the  person  to  whom  they  became 
surety  are  inadmissible  to  show  which  of  them  paid  the 
debt,  or  indeed  for  any  other  purpose.  Thomas  t.  Thomas, 
2  J.  J.  Marsh,  60. 

102.  A  copy  of  an  act  sous  seing  prwe,  does  not  prove  the 
genuineness  of  the  original,  although  admitted  to  record  on 
the  affidavit  of  a  subscribing  witness,  this  being  ex  parte  evi- 
dence.    Norwood  V.  Oreene,  5  N.  S.  175. 

103.  The  defendant  made  a  promissory  note  payable  to  the 
plaintiff  in  the  plaintiff's  absence  ;  and  would  have  proved 
what  a  third  person  standing  by  at  the  time  said  as  to  the 
consideration  ;  held  inadmissible,  being  mere  hearsay.  Healy 
v.  Jacols,  2  Carr.  &  Payne,  616. 

104.  "Where  written  notes  of  a  deceased  witness  are  proved, 
it  is  sufficient  to  prove,  by  the  person  who  made  them,  that 
they  contain  the  true  substance  of  what  was  said.  Miles  v. 
O'Hara,  4  Binn.  108. 

105.  To  prove  seaworthiness,  the  plaintiff  offered  a  report 
of  survey.  Held  admissible  to  show  that  a  survey  was  made, 
but  not  to  prove  the  facts  stated  in  it.  Watson  v.  The  Ins. 
Co.  of  North  America,  2  Wash.  C.  0.  152. 

106.  The  decease  of  a  witness  will  let  in  testimony  of  what 
he  swore  on  a  former  trial.  Glass  v.  Beach,  5  Verm.  172 ; 
Swift's  Ev.  125. 

107.  The  letters  of  an  agent  to  his  principal  cannot  be 
read  in  evidence  against  a  third  person.  United  States  v. 
Bar'ker's  Adni'x,  4  "Wash.  0.  C.  464.  , 

108.  The  plaintiff  may  offer  his  own  advertisement  in  evi- 
dence in  claiming  the  value  of  stolen  goods,  as  a  circumstance 
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going  to  identify  the  goods,  and  occurring  before  the  institu- 
tion of  suit.     Patterson  v.  Behan,  13  Lou.  227. 

109.  Declarations  of  plaintifi''s  agent  are  inadmissible 
against  defendant.     Peytavin  v.  Maurin,  2  Lou.  482. 

110.  The  plaintiff  in  ejectment  deduced  a  title  by  descent 
from  Y.  The  defendants  then  proved  a  deed  of  Y.  in  1800, 
by  which  she  conveyed  the  premises  in  question  to  her 
mother.  The  plaintiff  then  proved  the  mother's  certifi- 
cate, executed  in  1824,  that  the  deed  v?as  never  delivered 
to  her.  Held  mere  declarations  of  a  third  person,  and  not 
admissible.    Ten  Eych  v.  Richards,  6  Cowen,  617. 

111.  A  transfer  of  a  slave  from  a  third  person  to  defendant 
or  his  vendor  is  not  evidence  of  title  in  the  latter,  unless  the 
third  pei'son's  title  or  power  to  sell  be  shown.  Adams  v. 
Oaynard,  5  IST.  S.  250. 

112.  A  letter  from  a  vendor,  announcing  his  failure  to  a 
third  person,  cannot  be  read  in  evidence  against  a  vendee, 
to  invalidate  the  sale.     Crocker  v.  Ainslie,  5  M.  624. 

113.  Protests,  made  by  masters  of  vessels,  are  not  good 
evidence,  unless  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  person  mak- 
ing them.     Pech  v.  Gale,  3  Lou.  324. 

114.  The  written  statements  of  third  persons  are  not  evi- 
dence.   Morgan  v.  YarborougTi,  13  Lou.  76. 

115.  The  declaration  of  the  widow-  of  an  obligee  in  a 
bond,  who  had  possessed  herself  of  the  bond  against  the 
consent  of  the  executors,  and  who  was  not  interested  in 
the  bond,  were  ruled  to  be  inadmissible  to  prove  that 
the  bond  was  discharged.  Boltz  v.  Bullman,  1  Yeates, 
584. 

116.  The  declarations  of  the  father  are  good  evidence  of 
the  age  of  the  child,  if  made  before  the  cause  of  action  arose, 
and  under  circumstances  where  there  was  no  temptation  to 
misstatement.    Pamid  v.  Sittig,  1  N".  S.  147. 

117.  Declarations  of  a  witness  cannot  be  given  in  evidence, 
except  in  answer  to  other  declarations  of  the  witness,  incon- 
sistent with  what  he  had  before  sworn  to.  Wright  v.  PeTclyne, 
1  Pet.  0.  C.  203. 

118.  A  defendant  sued  for  real  property  may  read  the  deed 
to  his  vendor,  not  merely  for  the  purpose  of  showing  posses- 
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sion,  but  also  any  other  fact  it  may  legally  prove.     Oayoso  v. 
Gracia,  1  N.  S.  325. 

119.  Receipts,  signed  by  a  third  person  in  bis  own  name 
and  not  shown  to  be  connected  in  any  way  with  the  defend- 
ants, are  inadmissible  in  evidence  against  them.  Farias  v. 
De  Lizardii  4  R.  407. 

120.  "  By  the  English  law,  a  person  who  is  called  to  prove 
what  a  deceased  witness  swore,  mnst  undertake  to  repeat  his 
very  words,  and  not  merely  to  swear  to  their  effect.  To  do 
this,  would  require  powers  of  memory  which  seldom  fall  to 
the  lot  of  any  one ;  and  the  rule,  under  this  restriction,  al- 
though it  might  often  produce  perjury,  would  be  of  no  prac- 
tical utility  ;  for  no  juror  of  common  discretion  would  believe 
a  witness  who  should  undertake  to  repeat  the  very  words  of 
another,  in  relating  the  manner  in  which  any  transaction 
took  place,  whether  simple  or  complicated.  But  this  absurd- 
ity has  been  exploded  by  this  court ;  and,  in  this  state,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  profess  to  use  the  language  of  a  deceased 
witness,  but  only  to  undertake  to  state  the  substance  of  all  he 
swore  in  relation  to  the  particular  transaction."  Smith  v. 
Lane,  12  Serg.  &  Eawle,  34. 

121.  In  an  action  by  the  creditor  of  an  insolvent,  against 
a  third  person  as  a  secret  partner  of  the  debtor,  the  defend- 
ant may,  on  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness  of  the  plain- 
tiff's, require  him  to  .state  any  declarations  of  the  insolvent, 
as  to  the  supposed  connection  of  the  latter  as  a  partner  with 
the  defendant,  made  previous  to  the  insolvency.  Per  Ctr- 
EiAM :  The  declarations  were  part  of  the  res  gestce,  and  made 
at  a  time  not  suspicious.     Laoaze  v.  Sejour,  10  E.  444. 

122.  "Where  the  intentions  of  a  party  are  sought  to  be 
established,  as  upon  a  question  of  residence,  he  may  show 
what  were  his  intentions  by  introducing  in  evidence  his  own 
acts  and  declarations  made  at  a  time  not  suspicious.  Gard- 
ner V.  OWonnell,  5  A.  N.  353. 

123.  Though  a  deceased  witness  refreshed  his  memory  from 
a  day-book,  as  to  time,  that  book  need  not  be  produced  on  the 
second  trial.  You  want  the  witness'  former  testimony,  not 
the  ground  of  it,  nor  the  manner  in  which  his  memory  may 
have  been  refreshed  or  aided.     Cox  v.  Norton,  1  Penn.  412. 
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124.  In  settling  a  boundary  not  fixed  by  actual  observation 
and  survey,  some  weigbt  must  be  given  to  general  under- 
standing and  common  acquiescence.  Lecompte  v.  Smart,  19 
Lou.  484. 

126.  In  an  action  for  damage  to  plaintiff's  carriage  by  an 
omnibus  belonging  to  the  defendants,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  plaintiff  should  prove  a  legal  title  "in  the  defendants  to 
the  omnibus ;  prima  facie  evidence  of  title,  such  as  public 
reputation,  will  be  sufficient,  and  for  this  purpose  a  witness 
may  be  asked  whether  the  defendants  were  not  generally  re- 
puted to  be  its  owners.  It  will  be  for  the  latter  to  show  that 
they  were  not.  Hart  v.  N.  0.  and  Carrolton  JR.  B.  Co.,  1 E.  178. 

126.  In  an  action  against  a  corporation,  based  on  alleged 
acts  of  fraud  and  deception  on  the  part  of  the  directors,  col- 
lectively and  individually,  evidence  is  admissible  of  the  acts 
and  declarations  of  individuals  who  were,  at  the  time  of  such 
acts  and  declarations,  directors,  and  concerned  in  the  alleged 
fraud.  Such  acts  and  declarations,  having  been  made  before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  transaction,  are  part  of  the  res  gestoe. 
Marigny  v.  Union  Bank,  5  E.  354. 

127.  The  evidence  of  an  attorney,  in  whose  hands  a  note 
had  been  placed  for  collection,  is  admissible,  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  a  double  credit  for  the  same  payment,  to  prove 
that  a  credit  endorsed  on  the  note  was  written  by  himself, 
and  that  it  was  intended  to  be  for  the  proceeds  of  certain 
property  of  the  maker,  which  had  been  sold  to  make  a  pay- 
ment on  account,  although  the  matter  was  xiot  within  his 
personal  knowledge.    Sanders  v.  Huey,  4  An.  518. 

128.  The  evidence  in  such  a  case  does  not  contradict  nor 
vary  the  written  credit,  but  merely  goes  to  show  its  origin 
and  the  motive  of  the  party  doing  the  act.  The  information 
of  the  attorney  was  secondary,  and  probably  derived  from 
his  client ;  but  to  reject  his  statement  on  the  ground  of  hear- 
say, would  be  a  misapplication  of  the  rule.    II. 

129.  Testimony  offered  (as  being)  between  the  original 
parties,  must  be  identically  the  same  with  those  on  the  first 
trial.  Though  they  be  the  same,  with  the  addition  of  one  de- 
fendant on  the  second  trial,  the  testimony  is  inadmissible. 
Boardman  v.  Beed^s  Lessees,  6  Peters,  328. 
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130.  If  a  witness  has  been  regularly  subpoenaed,  and  there 
is  slight  reason.for  believing  that  he  is  kept  away  by  the  ad- 
verse party,  this  is  one  excuse  for  permitting  secondary  evi- 
dence.    Bex  V.  Barber,  1  Eoot,  T6. 

131.  Residing  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  an- 
other excuse.  2  Ev.  Pothier,  229  ;  Drayton  v.  Wells,  1  ISTott 
&  M'Cord,  409. 

132.  Where  the  witness  had  gone  several  years  before  to 
the  state  of  Ohio,  is  another  excuse.  Ca/rpenter  v.  Groff,  5 
Serg.  &  Eawle,  162. 

133.  In  a  contest  between  an  intervening  party  and  the 
plaintiflEs,  attaching  creditors,  the  evidence  of  an  agent  of 
the  intervenors,  to  whom  bills  of  lading  of  the  property  at- 
tached had  been  delivered,  is  admissible  to  prove  statements 
made  by  the  debtor  as  to  the  purpose  to  which  the  property 
was  to  be  applied.  They  are  a  part  of  the  res  gestm.  Loch- 
hart  V.  Jones,  9  E.  381. 

134.  Entries  in  books,  or  memoranda  made  by  persons  in 
the  discharge  of  their  professional  duties,  and  who  are  not 
interested,  are  admissible  in  evidence,  if  made  in  the  course 
of  their  business  and  contemporaneously  with  the  transac- 
tions to  which  they  relate,  where  such  persons  have  subse- 
quently died.    Lathrop  v.  Lawson,  5  An.  238. 

135.  In  answer  to  an  action  for  an  assault  and  battery,  de- 
fendant alleged  that  plaintiff  had  been  assaulted  in  conse- 
quence of  having  attempted  to  excite  defendant's  slaves  to 
insurrection.  Defendant  offered  to  prove  that,  immediately 
before  the  assault  he  (defendant)  had  "  said,  that  he  had  been 
told  by  a  person,  who  had  heard  it  from  a  slave,  that  plain- 
tiff was  endeavoring  to  induce  defendant's  negroes  to  run 
away."  On  objection,  held,  that  the  evidence  was  inadmis- 
sible.    Gardiner  v.  Cross,  6  E.  454. 

136.  A  person  insane  is  to  be  considered  in  the  same  state, 
for  this  purpose,  as  if  he  were  dead.  Drayton  v.  Wells,  1 
Nott  &  M'Cord,  409. 

137.  The  mere  incompetency  of  a  person  to  testify  as  a 
witness  in  a  cause,  will  not  authorize  a  court  to  exclude  from 
its  consideration  the  legal  inferences  which  might  otherwise 
be  drawn  from  acts  done  by  him  at  a  time  when  it  was  impos- 
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sible  to  suppose  that  any  of  the  parties  were  manufacturing 
evidence  for  the  cause.    St.  Ma/rtin  v.  OrecUtors,  8  R.  1. 

138.  In  a  suit  between  A.  and  B.,  in  which  A.  claims  cer- 
tain property,  by  virtue  of  certain  conveyances  which  B. 
alleges  to  be  simulated,  the  acts,  sayings  and  declarations  of 
C,  who  made  the  conveyances  to  A.,  are  proper  evidence. 
Erwin  v.  Bank  of  Kentucky,  5  An.  3. 

139.  It  is  a  rule  of  evidence  that  "  hearsay"  is,  in  its  own 
nature,  inadmissible.  That  this  species  of  testimony  sup- 
poses some  better  testimony,  which  might  be  adduced  in  the 
particular  case,  is  not  the  sole  ground  of  its  exclusion.  Its 
intrinsic  weakness,  its  incompetency  to  satisfy  the  mind  of 
the  existence  of  the  fact,  and  the  frauds  which  might  be 
practised  under  its  cover,  combine  to  support  the  rule  that 
hearsay  evidence  is  totally  inadmissible ;  the  general  rule 
supports  the  case  ;  and  the  case  is  not  within  any  exception 
heretofore  recognised.  This  court  is  not  inclined  to  extend 
the  exceptions  further  than  they  have  already  been  carried. 
Mima  Queen  and  Child  v.  Hepburn,  7  Oranch,  290. 

140.  In  an  action  for  not  delivering  the  kind  of  iiour  con- 
tracted for,  a  witness  was  interrogated  on  its  value,  under  a 
commission,  and  answered,  "  that  he  was  called  on  in  the 
spring  of  1817  to  state  the  difference  usually  allowed  on  the 
sale  of  flour  between  fine,  superfine,  &c.,  that  he  then  stated 
the  difference  was  as  follows,"  &c.  Held  no  more  than  hear- 
say, and  not  admissible.  It  might  be  true,  and  yet  the  wit- 
ness have  no  knowledge  of  the  facts.  Williamson  v.  Dillon, 
1  Har.  &  Gill,  444. 

141.  A  letter  from  plaintiff's  attorney  to  defendant,  offered 
in  evidence  by  the  latter,  is  inadmissible,  where  the  attorney 
is  in  court,  and  willing  to  be  examined  as  a  witness.  Bue  v- 
Splane,  9  E.  6. 

142.  The  declarations  of  a  vendor,  made  shortly  before  and 
after  a  sale,  though  out  of  the  presence  of  the  vendee,  ac- 
knowledging its  simulation,  are  admissible  against  the  latter, 
to  prove  fraud  in  the  vendor ;  but  such  evidence  is  insuf- 
ficient in  itself  to  establish  fraud  in  the  vendee.  Groves  v. 
Steel,  2  An.  480. 

143.  An  account  rendered- or  a  letter  written  to  a  party 
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to  a  suit  by  his  agent,  is  inadmissible  in  an  action  against  a 
third  person,  to  prove  payments  made  by  the  principal,  where 
the  agent  is  alive  and  within  the  state.  His  testimony  must 
be  procured  personally,  or  iinder  a  commission.     Ih. 

144.  "Where  an  attachment  has  been  obtained,  under  the  act 
of  Tth  April,  1826,  §  7,  evidence  will  be  admissible,  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  to  prove  conversations  and  declarations 
of  the  latter,  made  out  of  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff,  pre- 
vious to  his  leaving  the  state,  and  a  short  time  before  the 
attachment,  with  a  view  to  show  that  his  removal  from  the 
state  was  not  intended  to  be  permanent.  Offut  v.  Edwa/rds, 
9  E.  90. 

145.  In  an  action  against  two  surviving  obligors,  on  a  bond 
executed  by  three  persons  to  the  plaintiff,  the  confession  of  a 
judgment  by  the  executor  of  the  deceased  obligor  on  the 
same  bond,  was  rejected  as  incompetent  evidence  against  the 
survivors.    Wilmer  v.  Harris^  5  Har.  &  J.  1. 

146.  The  admission  of  the.  endorser  of  a  note  that  the  en- 
dorsement is  in  his  handwriting,  is  no  evidence  to  charge  the 
maker.     Robertson  v.  Crockett,  1  Yerg.  203. 

147.  The  affidavits  of  parties  by  whom  proceedings  had 
been  instituted  for  the  removal  of  the  clerk  of  a  court,  made 
on  commencing  the  prosecution,  cannot  be  read  as  evidence 
on  the  trial  where  they  have  not  attended,  nor  afforded  the 
accused  an  opportunity  of  cross-examining  them.  Matter  of 
Mason,  9  K.  105. 

148.  In  questions  of  domicil,  the  declarations  of  the  party, 
whose  domicil  is  in  dispute,  are  entitled  to  weight  only  when 
made  previously  to  the  event  which  gave  rise  to  the  suit. 
Cole  V.  Lucas,  2  An.  946. 

149.  The  letters  of  an  agent  to  his  principal,  giving  an 
account  of  his  agency,  are  not  admissible  for  the  principal 
even  after  the  agent's  death.  Mortori's  Administrator  v. 
Smith,  4  Monroe,  314. 

150.  Nor  can  the  declarations  of  the  deceased,  that  he  was 
agent,  be  received.    Floyd  v.  Woods,  4  Terg.  165. 

151.  Letters  written  by  a  third  person  to  an  agent  are 
inadmissible  in  evidence  against  the  principal.  Garrett  v. 
Morgan,  11  E.  447. 
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162.  Hearsay  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  who  was 
the  freight  agent  of  a  rail-road  company  at  a  given  time. 
Spede  V.  Hudson  Biver  RailrBoad,  16  Barb.  383. 

153.  "What  a  witness  shall  have  been  heard  to  say  shall 
not  be  received  to  show  his  interest,  for  it  is  mere  hearsay. 
Commonwealth  v.  Waite^  5  Mass.  261 ;  Pierce  v.  Chase,  8 
Mass.  487. 

154.  What  a  party  who  offers  the  witness  said,  may  be  re- 
ceived.   Pierce  v.  Chase,  8  Mass.  487. 

155.  Hearsay  evidence,  though  competent  to  prove  pedi- 
gree, is  to  be  restricted  to  the  statements  of  deceased  persons 
who  are  related  by  blood  or  marriage  to  the  person  whose 
pedigree  is  in  question.  It  is  not  competent  to  prove  who 
was  guardian.     Jones  v.  Letcher,  13  B.  Mon.  371. 

156.  "Where  fraud  is  alleged  in  a  sale,  the  acts  of  the  ven- 
dor, as  well  as  his 'declarations,  are  good  evidence  to  prove 
that  on  his  part  there  was  an  intention  to  defraud  his  creditors ; 
but  these  acts  and  declarations  will  not  suflSce  to  charge  the 
vendee  with  fraud,  in  the  absence  of  other  testimony.  High- 
lander  v.  Fluke,  5  M.  449 ;  Martin  v.  Peeves,  3  N.  S.  24. 
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1.  Usage  of  banks  in  Connecticut,  to  regard  as  checks  bills 
on  tbem  for  money  payable  at  a  future  day,  to  order,  and  to 
deny  them  grace  as  bills,  is  inadmissible.  Bowen  v.  Newell, 
April,  1853 ;  reversing  5  Sandf.  326. 

2.  In  an  action  on  a  written  contract  to  deliver  "  Eoches- 
ter  City  Mills"  flour,  for  a  failure  to  deliver  it,  where  it 
appeared  that  the  contractors  offered  to  deliver  flour  of  as 
good  quality,  but  refused  the  Eochester  brand,  it  was  held, 
that  evidence  was  inadmissible  to  prove  a  usage  to  the  effect 
that  contracts  to  deliver  flour  of  a  particular  brand  may  be 
satisfied  by  a  delivery  of  flour  of  equal  quality  of  a  different 
brand.    Beals  v.  Terry,  2  Sandf  Sup.  Ct.  127. 

3.  If  it  be  shown,  or  may  be  fairly  presumed,  that  the 
parties  to  a  policy  contracted  in  reference  to  a  custom  exist- 
ing in  the  city  where  they  did  business,  and  where  the  policy 
was  effected,  the  general  law  must  give  way  to  the  custom. 
Fulton  Insurance  Co.  v.  Milner,  23  Ala.  420. 

4.  In  case  of  partial  loss  on  insured  goods,  a  custom  regu- 
lating the  assessment  of  damages  must  be  general,  known 
and  acted  upon,  in  the  port,  town  or  city  where  the  policy  is 
effected,  and  there  is  no  necessity  for  its  extending  over  the 
whole  state.    Tb. 

5.  A  shipper  of  goods  is  chargeable  with  notice  of  an 
established  and  well-known  usage,  existing  in  a  particular 
trade,  in  regard  to  the  stowage  of  a  general  ship,  both  as  to 
the  manner  of  stowing  and  as  to  the  different  articles  to  be 
stowed  together.  And  if  the  shipper,  in  such  case,  gives  no 
special  instructions,  and  his  goods  are  stowed  in  conformity 
with  such  usage,  he  is  deemed  to  have  assented  to  such  mode 
of  stowage,  and  cannot,  in  case  his  goods  are  injured  on  the 
voyage,  in  consequence  of  the  mode  of  stowage,  set  that  up 
as  a  ground  of  complaint,  or  as  a  foundation  for  depriving 
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the  owners  of  their  freight.    Baxter  v.  Leland,  1  Blatch.  Ct. 
Ct.  526. 

6.  No  usage  or  custom  can  be  admitted  in  evidence  to 
vary  or  control  the  express  terms  of  a  contract,  but  they  may 
be  admitted  to  determine  that  which  by  the  contract  is  left 
undetermined.     Dixon  v.  Dunhomi,  14  111.  324. 

7.  It  is  competent  for  the  defendant  to  set  up  a  custom  or 
usage  in  the  port  of  Chicago,  that  goods  should  be  delivered 
at  the  wharf  selected  by  the  master  of  the  vessel,  and  that 
consignees  should  receive  their  goods  there,  with  averment 
of  knowledge  of  such  custom  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the 
contract  was  made  in  accordance  with  it.     Ih. 

8.  The  plaintiff  having  proved  that  a  steamboat  of  the 
defendant's  was  engaged  in  carrying  goods  and  merchandise 
generally,  for  hire,  and  the  general  custom  of  boats  engaged 
in  similar  business  with  that  of  the  defendant,  it  was  held, 
that  it  was  admissible  for  the  defendant  to  explain  the  usage, 
by  showing  that  no  freight  or  compensation  was  ever  charged 
or  allowed  upon  remittance  of  money,  unless  some  evidence 
was  given  by  the  boat  of  its  receipt,  in  which  event  only  a 
charge  was  made.    Knox  v.  Hives,  14  Ala.  249. 

9.  A  policy  of  insurance  on  "  a  machine-shop,  a  watchman 
kept  on  the  premises,"  does  not  require  a  watchman  to  be 
kept  there  constantly,  but  only  at  such  times  as  men  of  ordi- 
nary care  and  skill,  in  like  business,  keep  a  watchman  on 
their  premises ;  and  in  an  action  on  such  a  policy,  evidence 
of  the  usage,  in  this  respect,  of  similar  establishments,  is  ad- 
missible. Crocker  v.  Peoples  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  8  Cush. 
79. 

10.  "Whether,  when  a  sample  of  goods  was  exhibited 
during  the  negotiation  for  a  purchase,  evidence  of  a  usage  to 
sell  the  particular  kind  of  goods  by  sample  is  admissible  as  evi- 
dence that  the  sale  was  made  by  sample.  Beime  v.  Dord, 
]  Selden,  (N.  Y.)  95. 

11.  A  usage  of  trade  may  be  proved  to  aid,  in  a  case  of 
doubt,  in  construing  a  contract,  or  determining  upon  the 
manner  of  discharging  some  duty  or  performing  some  act ; 
but  to  give  it  any  controlling  effect  it  must  be  a  long-continued, 
uniform  and  generally  known  usage ;  and  it  must  relate  to 
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matters  of  fact,  and  not  to  a  common  belief  as  to  what  is  the 
law.     Coon  V.  O'RiUy,  4  Ind.  368. 

12.  Evidence  of  a  mercantile  understanding  and  usage  as 
to  whether  the  words  "  perils  of  the  sea,"  in  a  bill  of  lading, 
include  damage  of  the  goods  by  rats,  is  inadmissible.  Sayage, 
Ch.  J.,  dissenting.    Aymar  v.  Astor,  6  Cowen,  266. 

13.  The  master  of  a  vessel  subject  to  pilotage  laws,  and 
bound  to  a  wharf  above  Oharlestown  bridge,  is  liable  to  pay 
fees  of  pilotage  to  a  pilot  of  the  harbor  of  Boston,  who  sea- 
sonably offers  to  pilot  the  vessel  as  far  as  the  draw  of  the  bridge, 
but  refuses  to  take  her  beyond,  on  proof  of  a  uniform  usage 
of  the  pilots,  ever  since  the  erection  of  the  bridge,  to  pilot  a 
vessel,  bound  to  places  above  a  bridge,  only  as  far  as  the 
bridge.     Hunt  v.  Carlisle,  1  Gray,  257. 

14.  Where  the  language  of  a  deed  is  clear  and  pertinent, 
it  cannot  be  varied  in  its  construction  by  any  usage  under  it. 
CortUyou  v.  Van  JBrundt,  2  Johns.  357  ;  Pa/rsons  v.  Miller, 
15  Wend.  561. 

15.  To  show  that  a  particular  sale  was  made  by  sample,  it 
is  competent  to  prove  a  uniform  usage  to  sell  the  kind  o  f 
goods  sold  in  such  cases  by  sample,  on  account  of  injury 
which  would  accrue  to  them  by  removing  them  from  the 
bales.     Beirne  v.  Dord,  2  Sandf.  Sup.  Ct.  89. 

16.  Evidence  of  a  uniform  usage  to  sell  such  goods  on  the 
exhibition  of  only  one  or  two  of  the  articles,  would  not  be 
sufficient  proof  that  the  sales  were  by  sample  ;  but  it  must 
appear  that  there  was  a  mutual  understanding  that  the  bulk 
should  be  like  the  article  exhibited.    Ih. 

17.  To  repel  such  evidence  it  is  not  competent  to  prove  a 
like  usage  in  respect  to  all  goods  sold  in  bales,  boxes  and 
original  packages.     11). 

18.  "Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause  in  the  Supreme  Court,  the 
defendant  offered  to  prove,  by  parol  testimony,  the  general 
usage  of  the  different  departments  of  the  government,  in  al- 
lowing commissions  to  the  officers  of  government  upon  dis- 
bursements of  money  under  a  special  authority  not  connected 
with  their  regular  official  duties.  The  counsel  of  the  United 
States  objected  to  the  admission  of  parol  evidence  to  prove 
such  usage,  but  the  court  permitted  the  evidence  to  be  given 
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By  the  Court. — "We  see  no  grounds  for  objection  against 
the  usage  offered  to  be  proved  and  the  purpose  for  which 
it  was  so  offered,  as  connected  with  the  very  terms  upon 
which  the  defendant  was  employed  to  perform  the  services. 
It  was  not  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  right,  but 
to  show  the  measure  of  compensation,  and  the  manner  in 
which  it  was  to  be  paid.  United  States  v,  Fillebrovm,  7 
Peters,  28. 

19.  A  usage,  to  control  a  general  principle,  should  be 
uniform  and  general ;  it  is  not  sufficient  that  a  few  instances 
can  be  produced.  The  usage  should  be  so  well  settled,  that 
persons  engaged  in  the  trade  must  be  considered  as  contract- 
ing with  reference  to  the  usage.  Trott  et  al.  v.  Wood,  1  GaUis. 
443. 

20.  Whether,  when  a  sample  of  goods  was  exhibited  during 
the  negotiation  for  a  purchase,  evidence  of  a  usage  to  sell  the 
particular  kind  of  goods  by  sample  is  admissible  as  evidence 
that  the  sale  was  by  sample.  Bei/rne  v.  Dord,  1  Selden, 
(ISr.  T.)  95. 

21.  A  general  usage  and  course  of  trade  may  be  given  in 
evidence,  although  such  usage  is  founded  on  the  laws  or 
edicts  of  the  government  where  the  usage  prevails.  The 
usage  may  be  proved  by  parol,  and  its  effects  remain  the 
same,  whether  it  originated  in  an  edict  or  in  instructions 
given  by  a  government  to  its  officers.  Livingston  et  al.  v. 
The  Marylcmd  Ins.  Co.,  1  Cranch,  506  ;  2  Cond.  Eep.  589. 

22.  "Eeceived  of  J.  S.  W.  by  F.  M.  E.,  two  thousand 
bushels  of  wheat,  subject  to  order  any  day  when  called  for, 
any  day  after  first  day  of  January  next,  without  charge  for 
storage,"  imports  a  bailment ;  and  evidence  of  usage  among 
millers  and  sellers  of  wheat,  to  show  that  it  imported  a  sale, 
with  a  privilege  to  the  seller  to  fix  the  price  on  any  day 
after  the  first  day  of  January,  is  inadmissible.  Wadsworth 
V.  Allcott,  2  Selden,  (N.  T.)  64. 

23.  The  usage  for  two  years  of  a  single  bank  to  hold  prom- 
issory notes  until  the  fourth  day  of  grace,  and  if  that  day  fell 
on  Sunday,  to  demand  payment  and  give  notice  to  the  en- 
dorser on  Monday,  is  not  sufficient  to  change,  as  to  notes 
held  by  that  bank,  the  general  law  requiring  demand  of  pay- 
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ment  in  such  cases  to  be  made  on  Saturday.     Adams  v. 
OUerback,  15  How.  (U.  S.)  639. 

24.  The  regulations  of  a  department  of  the  government  in 
settling  its  accounts  are  intended  for  general  rules  in  the 
transaction  of  its  business,  but  are  subject  to  revision  by  a 
court  and  jury,  when  they  work  manifest  injustice  to  indi- 
viduals.    United  States  v.  MWall,  Gilpin,  577. 

25.  The  proof  of  usage,  to  vary  the  usual  import  of  words 
in  a  contract,  ought  to  be  so  clear  as  to  leave  no  doubt  that 
the  parties  contracted  in  reference  to  it.  The  terms  of  the 
contract,  in  their  ordinary  construction,  must  prevail,  unless 
there  be  proof  that  they  have  a  particular  meaning  attached 
to  them  by  the  usage  of  trade— a  usage  known  to  the  party 
at  the  time  of  contracting,  or  which  he  is  presumed  to  have 
known  and  assented  to.  Dawson  v.  Kittle,  4  Hill,  107 ; 
Goodyear  v.  Ogden,  4  Hill,  104. 

26.  Where  parol  evidence  was  offered  to  prove  the  custom 
of  a  place,  by  which  all  leases  expired  at  a  certain  time,  it 
was  held,  that  the  lease  itself  must  first  be  proved,  and  then 
any  incident  to  it  could  be  proved  by  parol  evidence,  but 
incidents  could  not  be  proved  first,  in  order  to  establish  the 
contract.    Moore  v.  Eaven,  11  Ired.  568. 

27.  Usages  among  merchants  should  be  sparingly  adopted 
as  rules  of  law  by  courts  of  justice,  as  they  are  often  founded 
on  mere  mistake  and  a  want  of  comprehensive  views  of  the 
full  bearing  of  principles.  Donnell  et  al.  v.  The  Columbian 
Ins.  Co.,  2  Sumner,  366. 

28.  There  is  no  such  uniformity  in  the  custom  or  usage  of 
giving  executions  to  the  same  officer  making  the  attach- 
ment, that  it  can  be  regarded  as  evidence  to  show  that  the 
officer  made  the  attachment.  Angell  v.  Keith,  24  Vt.  (1 
Deane,)  371. 

29.  A  usage  or  custom  will  be  admitted,  to  ascertain  the 
nature  and  extent  of  contracts,  not  arising  from  express  stipu- 
lations, but  from  implications,  presumptions  and  acts  of  an 
equivocal  character;  or  to  ascertain  the  true  meaning  of 
words  in  a  given  instrument,  where  those  words  have  various 
senses ;  but  it  will  not  be  admitted  to  control,  vary  or  contra- 
dict a  written  contract.    The  Schooner  Beeside,  2  Sumner,  667. 
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30.  Held,  that  evidence  is  not  to  be  admitted  to  vary  the 
common  bill  of  lading  by  which  goods  were  to  be  delivered 
in  good  order  and  condition,  the  damage  of  the  seas  only  ex- 
cepted, by  establishing  a  custom  that  the  owners  of  packets 
between  Boston  and  ll^ew-Tork  should  be  liable  only  for 
damages  to  goods  occasioned  by  their  own  neglect.    Ih. 

31.  A  usage  at  port  to  charter  vessels  in  the  coasting 
trade  to  the  masters  on  shares,  was  held  to  be  admissible  in  evi- 
dence to  explain  the  acts  of  the  owners.  Thompson  v.  Ha/m- 
Uton,  12  Pick.  425. 

32.  A  usage  at  a  particular  place  to  deduct  the  one-third 
new  for  old  from  the  gross  amount  of  the  loss,  unless  specially 
referred  to  in  the  contract,  is  not  binding.  The  usage  is  op- 
posed to  the  essence  of  the  contract  of  insurance,  which  is 
a  contract  of  indemnity,  gives  the  underwriters  an  unreason- 
able advantage,  and  is  bad.  Eager  v.  Atlas  Ins.  Co:,  14 
Pick.  141. 

33.  Where  a  new  and  unusual  word  is  used  in  a  contract, 
or  where  a  word  is  used  in  a  technical  or  peculiar  sense,  as 
applicable  to  any  trade  or  branch  of  business,  or  to  any  par- 
ticular class  of  people,  it  is  proper  to  receive  evidence  of 
usage  to  explain  and  illustrate  it.  Eaton  v.  Smith,  20  Pick. 
150. 

34.  Evidence  of  a  custom  is  admissible  to  explain  an  am- 
biguity in  a  written  contract.     Shaw  v.  Mitchell,  2  Met.  65. 

35.  Usage  or  local  custom  cannot  be  admitted  to  vary  an 
express  agreement  of  the  parties ;  as,  where  there  is  a  Special 
agreement  relative  to  A.'s  purchases  at  auction  from  E.,  in  the 
city  of  New-York,  and  by  which  the  delivery  of  the  goods 
was  absolute,  the  custom  of  the  city  with  reference  to  such 
sales  is  inadmissible  to  prove  the  delivery  conditional.  Fv/r- 
niss  V.  Hone,  8  Wend.  247. 

36.  Custom  and  usage  are  entitled  to  weight  in  the  con- 
struction of  statutes  respecting  the  proof  and  acknowledo-- 
ment  of  deeds  and  the  matter  of  the  certificate.  Meriam  v. 
Earsen,  2  Barb.  Oh.  E.  232. 

37.  A  usage  governing  a  question  of  legal  rights  cannot 
be  proved  by  isolated  instances,  but  should  be  so  certain, 
uniform  and  notorious,  that  it  must  probably  have  been  un- 
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derstood  by  the  parties,  as  entering  into  the  contract.     Cope 
V.  Dodd,  13  Penn.  33. 

38.  A  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  either  showing  that 
particular  goods  were  intended,  or  capable  of  being  made 
definite  in  this  respect  by  oral  proof,  cannot  be  rendered  un- 
certain in  this  particular  by  proof  of  an  usage  of  trade.  Vail 
V.  Bice,  1  Selden,  (K  Y.)  155. 

39.  By  the  custom  of  the  banks  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
payment  of  a  promissory  note  is  to  be  demanded  on  the  fourth 
day  after  the  time  limited  for  the  payment  thereof,  in  order  to 
charge  the  endorser,  contrary  to  the  general  law-merchant, 
which  requires  a  demand  on  the  third  day.  Renner  v.  The 
Bamh  of  Columbia,  9  Wteat.  581 ;  5  Cond.  Eep.  691. 

40.  In  such  cases,  the  declaration  must  aver  the  demand 
to  have  been  made  on  the  fourth  day.    Ih. 

41.  Usage  of  banks  in  Connecticut,  to  regard  as  checks 
bills  on  them  for  money  payable  at  a  future  day,  to  order, 
and  to  deny  them  grace  as  bills,  is  inadmissible.  Bowen  v. 
NeweU,  Court  of  Appeals,  (Selden,)  1853. 

42.  In  an  action  for  freight  from  Boston  to  New-Tork,  the 
defendant  claimed  to  set  off  or  recoup  the  premium  paid  by 
him  for  an  additional  insurance  effected  in  consequence 
of  the  vessel  having  been  taken  to  Piermont,  before  landing 
here.  Held,  that  proof  of  general  usage  was  admissible  to 
show  that  a  vessel,  bound  from  Boston,  may  first  go  to 
Piermont  to  land  her  deck  load,  before  delivering  her 
cargo  at  New-York.  Nye  v.  Ayres,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  K. 
532. 

43.  Where  a  policy  of  reinsurance  provides  for  an  indem- 
nity to  the  reinsured,  and  its  terms  are  not  ambiguous,  evi- 
dence of  a  local  custom  among  insurers  to  pay  only  such  a 
proportion  of  the  loss  as  the  amount  of  reinsurance  bears  to 
the  original  policy,  cannot  be  received  to  control  the  contract 
or  reduce  the  amount  of  a  recovery  thereon.  Mutual  Safety 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Hone,  2  Comst.  235. 

44.  Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  for  work,  labor  and 
commissions  on  the  sale  of  a  ship,  there  is  evidence  of  an 
express  agreement  between  the  parties,  specifying  the  con- 
ditions upon  which  commissions  shall  be  allowed,  it  is  not 
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competent  to  prove,  that  by  tlie  usage  of  brokers,  commissions 
are  allowable,  although  the  conditions  are  not  complied  with. 
Main  V.  Ihgle,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  619. 

45.  Where  there  is  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  shingles 
by  the  thousand,  it  may  be  shown  that,  by  the  general,  well- 
established  and  known  custom  of  the  trade,  two  bundles  of  a 
certain  size  represent  a  thousand ;  and  when  such  custom  is 
shown,  the  parties  will  be  presumed  to  have  contracted  with 
reference  to  it.  Soutier  v.  Kellermcm,  18  Mis.  (3  Bennett,) 
609. 

46.  Where  law  upon  a  particular  subject  is  settled,  proof 
of  a  contrary  usage  cannot  be  admitted,  such  evidence  being 
only  allowed  in  doubtful  cases.  Brown  v.  Jackson,  2  Wash. 
C.  C.  24. 

47.  Evidence  of  custom  cannot  be  admitted  to  vary  a  rule 
of  law,  but  it  may  be  admitted  to  explain  and  give  a  proper 
effect  to  the  contracts  and  acts  of  parties.  Inglebright  v. 
Hammond,  19  Ohio,  337. 

48.  It  is  the  usage  of  the  Bank  of  Washington,  and  of  other 
banks  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  to  demand  payment  of  a 
bill  on  the  day  after  the  last  day  of  grace,  and  this  usage  has 
been  sanctioned  by  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court.  This 
usage  is  equally  binding  on  parties  who  were  not  acquainted 
with  its  existence,  but  who  have  resorted  to  the  bank  gov- 
erned by  such  usage,  to  make  the  bill  negotiable.  Bank  of 
Washington  v.  Triplett,  1  Peters,  32. 

49.  The  usage  of  the  place  on  which  a  bill  is  drawn,  or 
where  payment  is  demanded,  uniformly  regulates  the  num- 
ber of  days  of  grace  which  must  be  allowed.    Ih.  34. 

50.  Evidence  of  usage  to  explain  some  clause  in  the  con- 
tract of  insurance  is  regular ;  but  it  can  only  be  resorted  to 
where  the  law  is  unsettled,  and  then  the  construction  must 
be  determined  by  the  usage,  and  not  by  the  opinions  of  wit- 
nesses.    Winihrop  v.  The  Union  Ins.  Co.,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  7. 

51.  A  mercantile  usage  cannot  be  proven  by  the  under- 
standing of  mercantile  men  as  to  the  law,  but  only  by  proof 
of  their  acts  and  customs.  Allen  v.  Merchants'  Ba/nk  of 
mw-Tork,  15  Wend.  482 ;  22  Wend.  215. 

52.  It  is  incompetent  to  prove  a  usage  that  the  delivery  of 
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an  order  to  the  buyer  of  flour,  for  it,  and  his  presentation  of 
it  to  the  drawee  without  notifying  the  seller  of  its  non-accept- 
ance, is  considered  a  delivery  of  the  flour.  Suydam  v.  Clarh, 
2  Sandf.  Sup.  Ct.  133. 

53.  The  proper  office  of  a  custom  or  usage  in  business  is 
to  explain  and  ascertain  the  intent  of  the  parties.  It  cannot 
•  be  receiyed  in  opposition  to  any  principle  of  general  policy, 
and  must  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment between  the  parties.  It  must  be  known  and  established, 
and  so  well-settled  and  so  uniformly  acted  upon  as  to  raise 
a  fair  presumption  that  it  was  known  to  both  parties,  and 
that  they  contracted  in  reference  to  it,  and  in  conformity 
with  it.    Foy  v.  Leighton,  2  Foster,  (IST.  H.)  71. 

64.  In  an  action  upon  a  memorandum  acknowledging  the 
receipt  of  a  quantity  of  corn  in  store,  "on  freight,"  the  de- 
fendant offered  to  prove  that  it  was  the  custom,  at  the  land- 
ing where  the  corn  was  delivered,  and  had  been  for  forty 
years,  to  pay  for  grain  left  on  freight  after  the  owner  had 
ordered  it  to  be  freighted,  and  not  before ;  and  that  this 
custom  was  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  himself  had 
been  in  the  habit,  for  many  years,  of  leaving  grain  at  that 
place,  to  be  freighted,  upon  the  same  terms.  Held,  that 
the  evidence  should  have  been  received ;  and  for  its  rejec- 
tion the  judgment  was  reversed.  Outwater  v.  Nelson,  20 
Barb.  29. 

55.  A  usage  in  the  city  of  New-York,  not  to  allow  grace 
on  an  iustrument  termed  a  bank  check,  but  possessing  every 
character  of  an  ordinary  bill  on  time,  is  inadmissible.  Wood- 
ruff V.  Merchants'  Bank,  25  Wend.  673. 

56.  A.  consigned  property  to  B.  to  sell  on  commission, 
with  instructions  to  "  sell  for  cash,  or  not  on  credit."  B.  sold 
and  delivered  the  goods  to  C,  who  said  he  would  pay  for 
them  in  a  few  days,  which  promise  he  renewed  from  time  to 
time,  for  a  few  weeks,  when  he  failed.  In  an  action  by  A. 
against  B.  for  the  value  of  the  goods,  it  was  held,  that  B. 
could  not  show,  in  defence,  a  custom  by  which  such  sale 
was  considered  a  cash  sale.  Catlin  v.  Smith,  2i  Vt.  (1 
Deane,)  85. 

57.  A  local  usage  to  leave  the  bill  with  the  drawee  on  the 
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last  day  of  grace,  and  to  make  the  demand  of  payment  on 
the  next  day,  is  void.  Montgomery  County  Bank  v.  Albany 
City  Bank,  8  Barb.  Sup.  Ot.  396. 

58.  The  general  rule  of  law  is,  that  in  order  to  charge  the 
endorser  of  a  promissory  note,  demand  of  the  maker  must 
be  made  on  the  third  day  after  that  limited  in  the  note ;  and 
this  is  founded  upon  a  usage  which  has  become  so  general, 
that  courts  of  justice  will  notice  it,  ex-offirAo,  and  in  the 
absence  of  any  proof  to  the  contrary,  will  presume  that  such 
was  the  understanding  of  all  the  parties  to  a  note  when  they 
put  their  names  to  it.  Rennet  v.  The  Bank  of  Columbia, 
9  Wheat.  681 ;  5  Cond.  Eep.  691. 

59.  There  is  no  rule  of  law  better  settled  than  that  which 
precludes  the  admission  of  parol  evidence  to  contradict  or 
substantially  vary  the  legal  import  of  a  written  agreement ; 
but  evidence  of  usage  or  custom  is  never  considered  of  this 
character.    lb. 

60.  Evidence  to  prove  a  particular  course  of  trade  or  other 
matters  in  the  nature  of  facts,  is  proper,  but  not  to  prove 
what  or  how  the  law  is  considered  by  merchants.  Euan  v. 
Gardner,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  145. 

61.  A  general  usage  in  any  place,  by  which  rules  on  com- 
mission are  regulated,  may  be  given  in  evidence,  for  it  is  a 
reasonable  and  legal  presumption,  that  every  man  knows 
the  usage  of  the  place  in  which  he  traffics,  whether  by  himself 
or  his  factor ;  and  if  the  usage  be  not  illegal,  he  is  bound 
by  it.     Dwight  v.  Whitney,  15  Pick.  17'9. 

62.  By  a  usage  in  the  whaling  business,  masters  of  ships 
meeting  at  sea,  may  enter  into  a  contract  of  mateship.  This 
is  a  reasonable  custom,  and  binding  on  the  owners,  unless 
they  prohibit  the  master  from  conforming  to  it.  Baxter  v. 
Hodman,  3  Pick.  435. 

63.  A  usage  of  an  individual,  known  to  the  persons  with 
whom  he  deals,  may  be  shown  in  evidence  as  affecting  their 
contracts.    Loring  v.  Gurney,  5  Pick.  17.. 

64.  A  usage  of  the  master,  to  sell  a  stranded  ship,  without 
necessity,  is  void.  Bryant  v.  Commonwealth  Ins.  Co.,  6 
Pick.  131. 

65.  Where  a  contract  called  for  trees  not  less  than  "  one 
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foot  high,"  evidence  of  a  usage  among  the  dealers  in  that 
sort  of  trees  was  held  to  he  admissible  to  show  that  the  hard 
part  of  the  trees  between  the  root  and  the  green  top  was  to 
be  measured,  and  not  the  green  stem;  and  such  usage  is 
admissible,  if  it  be  not  immemorial.  Barton  v.  MoKel- 
way,  2  K  J.  165. 

66.  In  mercantile  transactions,  and  others  of  ordinary  oc- 
currence, evidence  of  established  usage  is  admissible,  not 
merely  to  explain  the  terms  used,  but  to  annex  customary 
incidents,  when  such  usage  is  not  expressly  or  impliedly  ex- 
cluded by  the  tenor  of  the  written  instrument.  Syers  v. 
Jonas,  2  Exch.  Ill ;  Wigglesworth  v.  DalUson,  1  Smith's 
Leading  Cases,  5th  ed.  670,  and  notes. 

67.  When  evidence  of  usage  is  admitted,  evidence  may  be 
given  in  reply,  tending  to  show  such  usage  to  be  uni-eason- 
able.    Bottomly  v.  Forbes,  5  Bing.  N.  0.  128. 

68.  "Where  a  bill  of  lading  expresses  that  goods  are  to  be 
carried  from  one  port  to  another,  a  direct  voyage  is  prima 
facie  intended,  but  this  presumption  may  be  controlled  by  a 
usage  to  stop  at  intermediate  ports,  or  by  personal  knowledge 
on  the  part  of  the  shipper,  that  such  a  course  is  to  be  pur- 
sued.   Lowery  v.  Russell,  8  Pick.  360. 

69.  The  usage  of  a  bank,  as  to  the  mode  and  time  of  de- 
mand and  notice,  will  bind  the  parties,  if  conversant  of  it,  or 
if  the  note  is  payable  q.t  such  bank.  City  Bank  v.  Cutler, 
3  Pick.  414. 

70.  A  custom  of  banks  to  collect  money  as  agents,  without 
disclosing  their  agency,  is  inadmissible  to  shield  one  from 
responsibility.  Canal  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Albany,  1  Hill, 
287. 

71.  A  custom  known  and  acquiesced  in  by  the  party 
affected  by  it,  will  excuse  the  non-performance  of  a  duty 
prescribed  by  law.     Oovernor  v.  Withers,  5  Gratt.  24. 

72.  Those  who  navigate  steamboats  on  the  Ohio  river  are 
presumed  to  know  the  usage  of  the  river,  in  respect  to  boats 
running  in  opposite  directions,  and  are  bound  by  it.  Barrett 
V.  Williamison,  4  McLean,  597. 

73.  A  usage  at  an  inn,  for  the  guests  to  leave  their  money 
or  valuables  at  the  bar,  or  with  the  keeper  of  the  house,  or 
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his  clerk,  is  not  binding  upon  a  guest,  unless  he  has  actual 
knowledge  or  notice  of  it ;  and  whether  be  has  such  knowl- 
edge or  notice,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.    Berkshire 
Woollen  Co.  v.  Proctor^  7  Cush.  417. 

74.  Where  a  written  contract  contains  all  that  is  required 
to  enable  those  acquainted  with  the  usage  of  the  ti-ade  in  the 
subject-matter  thereof,  to  understand  what  the  parties  have 
agreed  to  do,  evidence  of  such  usage  is  admissible  to  explain 
the  meaning  of  technical  or  incomplete  words  or  characters, 
when  such  explanation  is  consistent  with  the  written  terms  of 
the  contract.    Dana  v.  Fiedler,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  K.  463. 

75.  A  usage,  to  affect  the  lien  of  workmen  or  material 
men  on  a  vessel,  must  be  clearly  and  well  known  and  imder- 
stood  among  the  parties.  Davis  v.  A  New  Brig,  Gilpin,  486. 

76.  The  testimony  of  one  witness  is  proof  of  commercial 
usage,  if  he  has  full  means  of  knowledge,  and  his  testimony  is 
explicit  and  satisfactory.  Yail  v.  Bice,  1  Selden,  (IST.  T.) 
155. 

77.  In  doubtful  cases,  usage  may  be  safely  recurred  to,  to 
ascertain  the  meaning  of  the  legislature.  PdWs  Lessee  v. 
Eill  et  al.,  2  Overt.  118. 

78.  The  right  to  commissions  is  a  question  of  law  upon 
proof  of  facts  ;  and  the  opinion  of  a  witness  that  the  plaintiff, 
upon  a  supposed  case,  is  entitled  to  commissions,  is  incompe- 
tent.    Main  V.  Eagle,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  619. 

79.  If  a  vessel  remain  a  greater  length  of  time  in  a  port 
than  is  necessary  to  complete  the  purposes  for  which  she  en- 
tered the  port,  it  is  a  deviation  which  discharges  the  under- 
writers ;  but  the  length  of  time  a  vessel  may  wait  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  in  a  cargo,  does  not  depend  on  the  usage 
of  trade  of  that  port ;  although  the  length  of  time  frequently 
employed  in  selling  one  cargo  and  procuring  another  may 
assist  in  proving  that  a  particular  vessel  has  or  has  not  prac- 
tised unnecessary  delays.  Oliver  v.  Maryland  Ins.  Co.,  7 
Cranch,  487 ;  2  Cond.  Eep.  680. 

80.  The  usage  of  a  department  of  the  government  in  settling 
its  accounts,  can  have  no  effect  on  those  of  an  individual,  un- 
less it  is  certain,  imiform  and  notorious.  United  States  v. 
Duval,  Gilpin,  372. 
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81.  A  usage  which  is  to  govern  a  question  of  right  be- 
tween parties,  must  he  so  certain,  uniform  and  notorious  as  to 
be  imderstood  and  known  of  them.    Ih. 

82.  Fsage  cannot  alter  the  law,  but  it  is  evidence  of  the 
construction  given  to  it,  and  must  be  considered  binding  on 
past  transactions.     United  States  v.  Macdaniel,  7  Peters,  1. 

83.  Where  a  usage  is  so  proved  as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  its 
existence,  it  becomes  part  of  the  law ;  and  the  court  will 
recognise  it  as  such,  without  requiring  it  to  be  again  proved. 
Consequa  v.  Willing  et  al.,  1  Peters,  225. 

84.  "What  is  called  the  usage  or  custom  of  trade,  is  the  law 
of  that  trade  ;  and  to  make  it  at  all  obligatory  it  must  be 
ancient,  so  as  to  be  generally  known,  certain  and  reasonable. 
A  usage,  if  of  so  doubtful  authority  as  to  be  known  only  to  a 
few,  and  where  merchants  in  the  trade  differ  as  to  its  existence, 
can  never  be  regarded.     Callings  v.  Hope,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  149. 

85.  The  usual  rate  of  interest  in  China  is  so  well  estab- 
lished to  be  twelve  per  centum  per  annum  that  the  court 
will  not  require  it  to  be  proved.  Buan  v.  Gardner,  1  Wash. 
C.  C.  145. 

86.  Where  a  written  contract  called  for  the  delivery  of 
"  one  hundred  and  fifty  casks,  '  of  one  ton  each,'  best  EXFF 
madder,  12  1-4,  6  ms.,"  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  might 
prove,  by  parol,  the  meaning,  in  commercial  usage,  of  the 
letters  and  abbreviations  employed.  Dcma  v.  Fiedler,  1 
Smith's  C.  P.  E.  463. 

87.  Where,  by  a  written  contract  for  the  hiring  of  slaves, . 
it  was  expressly  stipulated  that  the  service  in  which  they 
were  to  be  employed  was  "  to  cut  cord-wood  on  the  Missis- 
sippi Eiver,  at  or  near  Mill's  Point,  and  for  no  other  purpose 
whatever,"  evidence  of  the  usage  or  custom  of  wood-cutters 
on  the  Mississippi  was  excluded,  the  words  of  the  contract 
negativing  any  reference  to  such  usage.  Bedford  v.  Flowers, 
11  Humph.  242. 


ADMISSIONS  AND  IfEOLAEATIONS. 

It  is  a  most  general  and  extensive  rule,  ttiat  all  a  man's 
acts  and  declarations  shall  be  admitted  in  eridence  whenever 
they  afford  any  presumption  against  him ;  for  it  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  he  acted  or  spoke  consistently  with  his  knowledge 
of  the  truth. 

A  man's  acts  and  conduct  are  indications  which  frequently 
afford  presumptions  as  strong  as  express  declarations ;  the 
very  silence  of  a  party  will  frequently  supply  a  strong  infer- 
ence.   2  Stark.  Ev.  18. 

The  admissions  of  a  party  really  interested,  although  he 
be  no  party  to  the  suit,  are  evidence  against  him,  for  the  law, 
with  a  view  to  evidence,  regards  the  real  parties.    Ih.  29. 

A  community  of  interest  or  design  will  frequently  make 
the  declaration  of  one  the  declaration  of  all.  Thus,  in  a 
case  where  partners  or  others  possess  a  community  of  inter- 
est in  a  particular  subject,  not  only  the  act  and  agreement, 
but  the  declaration  of  one  in  respect  of  that  subject-matter 
is  evidence  against  the  rest.    11  East,  689. 


ADMISSIONS  AND  DECLAEATIONS. 

(a.)  In  View  of  Oom/prowAse. 
(b.)  By  Husband  andWife. 
(c.)  By  Agent  and  Attorney. 
(d.)  By  Partners. 
(e.)  Implied  from  Conduct. 
(f.)  By  Account  Rendered. 
(g.)  Judicial  Admissions. 
(h.)  Parties  to  Notes,  Deeds,  c&c. 
(i.)  Part  of  the  Res  Oestce. 
( j .)   Of  Pa/rties  in  Suits. 
(k.)  Generally. 
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(,a.)  In  Yiew  of  Compromise. 

1.  The  plaintiff  offered  his  attorney  as  a  witness.  To  ex- 
clude him  as  incompetent  on  the  ground  of  interest,  the  de- 
fendant proved  that  he  sent  to  the  plaintiff  to  learn  on  what 
terms  he  would  settle  the  suit.  The  plaintiff  said  he  could 
not  propose  terms  without  seeing  his  attorney,  who  was  in- 
terested, as  owning  part  of  the  demand.  Held  inadmissible, 
as  being  drawn  out  by  an  offer  to  compromise.  Williams  v. 
Thorp,  8  Cowen,  201. 

2.  An  offer  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  to  compromise  a  pend- 
ing controversy  is  inadmissible ;  but  this  is  confined  to  the 
mere  offer  of  compromise.  Any  independent  facts  admitted 
during  the  treaty  of  compromise  may  be  given  in  evidence 
as  confessions.  Gerrish,  Administrator,  v.  Sweetser,  4  Pick. 
374,  377. 

3.  Although  offers  of  compromise,  made  with  a  view  to 
settle  or  prevent  litigation,  are  inadmissible  in  evidence,  yet 
an  independent  acknowledgment  of  a  fact  may  be  received, 
although  made  pending  a  treaty  for  the  amicable  adjustment  of 
a  controversy.  The  Mayor  of  Columbus  v.  Howard,  6  Geo.  213. 

4.  The  admission  of  an  independent  fact,  during  a  nego- 
tiation for  a  compromise,  may  be  given  in  evidence,  but  an 
offer  to  compromise  is  inadmissible.  Downer  v.  Button,  6 
Foster,  (R.  H.)  544. 

6.  We  are  to  consider  the  time  and  circumstances  of 
the  admission  /  and  here  it  is  to  be  observed  that  confiden- 
tial overtures  of  pacification,  and  any  other  offers  or  propo- 
sitions between  litigating  parties,  expressly  stated  to  be  made 
without  prejudice,  are  excluded  on  grounds  of  public  policy 
Cory  V.  Bretton,  4  Oarr.  &  Payne,  462. 

6.  An  unqualified  admission  of  a  fact,  though  made  in  a 
negotiation  for  a  compromise,  is  evidence  against  the  party. 
Marvin  v.  Richmond  S  Delano,  3  Denio,  58. 

Y.  Although  offers  made  by  a  party,  in  a  negotiation  for  a 
compromise,  are  not  receivable  in  evidence  against  him,  yet 
his  statement  of  the  facts  pertaining  to  the  subject-matter  of 
the  negotiation  may  be  proved,  though  it  was  made  during 
the  negotiation.     Cole  v.  Cole,  33  Maine,  (3  Eed.)  542. 
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8.  An  offer  to  pay  money  by  way  of  compromise  is  inad- 
missible in  evidence,  but  the  confession  of  particular  facts, 
independent  of  an  offer  to  pay,  may  be  given  in  evidence 
against  the  party  making  it,  although  then  treating  for  a  com- 
promise. MarsJi  V.  Oold,  2  Pick.  285 ;  Fuller  v.  Hampton, 
5  Conn.  417. 

9.  Though  offers  of  compromise  are  reluctantly  admitted 
in  evidence,  yet  vfhen  a  defendant,  in  an  action  on  a  note, 
offered  that  his  son  should  pay  the  note  in  five  years,  if  judg- 
ment was  rendered  against  him,  on  a  plea  by  him  of  non  est 
factum,  the  offer  was  held  to  be  admissible  in  evidence,  and 
to  be  an  admission  of  the  execution  of  the  note.  Orubls  v. 
JSTye,  13  S.  &.  M.  MS. 

10.  Communications  between  the  clerk  of  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  and  the  attorney  of  the  defendant,  with  a  view  to  a 
compromise,  have  been  held  privileged  under  this  rule. 
Jardine  v.  SJieridan,  2  Car.  &  K.  24. 

11.  The  conversations  of  a  party,  while  a  compromise  is 
under  consideration,  if  they  disclosed  facts,  may  be  proved 
to  establish  such  facts.     Delogny  v.  Sentoul,  2  JVC.  175. 

12.  Mere  proposals  for  a  compromise,  or  negotiations  which 
may  take  place  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  one,  are  not 
generally  admissible  in  evidence ;  but  if  in  the  proposals, 
conversations  or  negotiations,  any  fact  or  distinct  liability  is 
admitted,  evidence  may  be  given  of  that ;  but  the  party  who 
is  attempted  to  be  charged  in  this  manner  is  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  all  the  conversation  or  proposal.  AgriffuZtural 
Bcmk  V.  Barque  Jane,  19  Lou.  1. 


(b.)    By  Husband  and  Wife. 

1.  In  an  action  against  the  husband  for  necessaries  fur- 
nished the  wife,  upon  an  allegation  that  she  had  left  his 
house  on  account  of  his  cruel  treatment,  her  letters,  written 
in  affectionate  terms,  are  admissible  to  rebut  such  allegation. 
But  it  must  be  proved  at  what  time  they  were  written,  or 
they  are  not  so  admissible.  Their  dates  are  not  sufficient 
proof  of  the  time,  when  they  are  offered  in  favor  of  the  hus- 
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band,  on  account  of  the  danger  of  collusion ;  though  it  is 
generally  otherwise.  Houliston  v.  Smyth,  2  Carr.  &  Payne,  22. 

2.  In  a  divorce  case  the  admission's  or  declarations  of  the 
defendant  cannot  be  received  in  evidence  to  show  a  good 
ground  for  the  divorce.    Jordan  v.  Jordan,  17  Ala.  4:Q6. 

3.  "Where  a  man  has  cohabited  with  a  woman,  and 
treated  her  in  the  face  of  the  world  as  his  wife,  he  cannot 
deny  this,  and  claim  to  be  her  servant  in  respect  to  her 
lands,  which  are  taken  in  execution  against  him.  Divoll  v. 
Zedbetter,  4  Pick.  220. 

4.  He  cannot  object  to  a  creditor  who  supplied  her  with 
goods  during  the  cohabitation,  that  she  was  not  his  wife. 
Jennings  v.  WhitaTcer,  4  Mom-oe,  52. 

5.  Declarations  of  a  wife,  made  in  the  absence  of  the  hus- 
band, are  not  evidence  against  him,  though  she  be  a  party 
to  the  suit  which  is  brought  to  recover  land  in  which  she  is 
jointly  interested  in  her  own  right.  Turner  and  wife  v.  Coe, 
5  Conn.  93. 

6.  The  admissions  of  the  wife  will  bind  the  husband  only 
where  she  has  authority  to  make  them.     1  Greenleaf  Ev.  239. 

7.  Admissions  and  declarations  of  the  wife,  made  both 
before  and  after  marriage,  of  the  making  and  execution  of  a 
parol  ante-nuptial  agreement,  by  which  the  husband  was  to 
have  her  choses  in  action  and  pay  her  the  interest  thereof 
for  pin-money,  are  admissible  in  favor  of  the  husband's  re- 
presentatives against  those  of  the  wife  who  seek  to  get  pos- 
session of  the  bonds  and  notes  of  the  wife,  which  had  been 
delivered  to  the  husband  pursuant  to  such  agreement. 
Crane  v.  Oough,  4  Md.  316. 

8.  The  declarations  of  a  wife,  objecting  to  make  an  ac- 
knowledgment of  a  deed,  made  immediately  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  acknowledgment,  though  during  a  period  of 
several  hours,  are  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestw.  Lou- 
don v.  Blythe,  16  Penn.  State  E.  (4  Harris,)  532. 

9.  The  admissions  of  the  husband,  and  of  the  wife  in  the 
presence  of  her  husband,  are  evidence  in  ejectment  to  enforce 
a  trust  in  respect  to  land  devised  to  the  wife,  and  held  by 
her  at  the  time  of  her  marriage.  McKee  v.  Jones,  6  Barr, 
425. 
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10.  If  a  witness  contradicts  statements  made  in  his  depo- 
sition, before  taken  in  the  case,  his  previous  declarations 
may  be  proved  to  corroborate  his  first  statements.    Ih. 

11.  The  admissions  of  a  husband,  made  during  coverture, 
that  he  had  received  payment  of  a  legacy  bequeathed  to  his 
wife,  is  evidence  of  such  payment  in  a  suit  for  the  recovery 
of  the  legacy,  commenced  by  her  after  his  death,  he  having 
a  right  to  receive  it  during  his  life.  Dodge  v.  Manning,  11 
Paige,  334. 

12.  The  acts  of  a  married  woman,  who  is  a  trustee,  made 
in  relation  to  the  trust  property,  as  agent  of  her  husband, 
and  her  declarations  accompanying  such  acts,  are  evidence 
against  her  husband.  Murphy  v.  Hubert,  16  Penn.  State  B. 
(4  Harris,)  60. 

13.  If,  pending  a  suit  against  husband  and  wife,  the  hus- 
band die,  and  the  suit  proceed  against  the  wife  alone,  her 
admissions  of  the  debt,  made  during  coverture,  are  evidence 
against  her.    Lasselle  v.  Brown,  8  Blackf.  221. 

14.  The  admissions  of  the  husband's  declarations,  in  preju- 
dice of  the  rights  of  the  wife  to  her  separate  property,  unless 
made  in  cases  where  he  is  constituted  by  law  her  virtual 
agent,  or  where  authority  from  her  may  be  inferred,  would 
contravene  the  spirit  and  object  of  the  constitution  and  laws 
of  Texas.    McKay  v.  Treadwell,  8  Texas,  176. 

15.  In  an  action  by  the  husband  for  service  rendered  by 
himself,  and  also  by  his  wife,  the  declarations  of  the  wife, 
during  service,  as  to  the  terms  of  her  employment,  are  ad- 
missible on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  Sackman  v.  Flory, 
16  Penn.  State  E.  (4  Harris,)  196. 

16.  A  receipt  executed  by  a  wife,  assisted  by  her  husband, 
acknowledging  the  receipt  by  the  husband  of  the  proceeds  of 
paraphernal  property,  \s,  prima  faoie,  sufficiently  against  the 
heirs  of  the  husband ;  but  where  the  succession  of  the  latter 
is  insolvent,  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  wife,  in  opposition 
to  creditors,  must  be  conclusive.  Succession  of  Rargis,  3 
An.  142. 

17.  In  an  action  against  husband  and  wife,  for  trespass 
committed  by  the  wife  on  the  plaintiff,  the  admissions  or 
declarations  of  neither  of  them  can  be  introduced  by  the 
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plaintiff  to  prove  the  trespass.    FunTchouser  v.  Pogue,  8 
Eng.  (13  Ark.)  295. 

18.  Tlie  declarations  of  the  wife,  in  reference  to  the  title 
of  a  slave,  over  which  she  is  merely  exercising  control  as  a 
domestic  in  the  family,  are  not  admissible  against  the  hus- 
band.    Perry  v.  Graham,  18  Ala.  822. 

19.  A  statement  of  accounts  between  the  husband  and  a 
third  person  is  not  evidence  against  the  creditors  of  the  hus- 
band, either  of  the  existence  or  payment  of  a  debt  alleged  to 
be  due  to  the  community.     Nores  v.  Carrdby,  5'  R.  292. 

20.  An  authentic  act  passed  between  the  parties  to  a  mar- 
riage will  not  be  conclusive  against  third  persons,  as  to 
the  property  possessed  by  either  at  the  time  of  such  mar- 
riage.   Ih. 

21.  The  declarations  of  a  married  woman,  that  real  estate 
claimed  by  her  as  her  own  separate  estate,  was  assigned  to 
her  by  her  father  to  keep  it  from  his  creditors,  are  admissible 
in  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  against 
her  and  her  husband  and  her  grantee.  HoUmshead  v.  Allen, 
ir  Penn.  State  E.  (5  Harris,)  275. 

22.  In  a  contest  between  the  creditors  of  a  deceased  hus- 
band and  his  widow^  between  whom  there  existed  a  commu- 
nity of  gains,  as  to  real  property  purchased  during  the 
marriage  by  the  husband,  in  the  name  of  the  wife,  evidence 
of  the  declaraiifon  of  the  husband  that  he  had  the  receipts  for 
the  price  njade  out  in  the  name  of  his  wife  to  screen  the  land 
from  his  creditors,  is  admissible.  Smalley  v.  Lawrence,  9 
E.  210. 

23.  Such  declarations  are  evidence  to  prove  that  the  hus- 
band himself  was  acting  fraudulently;  and,  even  on  the 
supposition  that  he  acted  as  the  agent  of  his  wife  in  making 
the  purchase,  she  would  be  bound  by  his  declarations.    Ih. 

2i.  A  receipt  of.  the  wife,  under  private  signature,  that 
she  has  received  her  paraphernal  effects  from  her  husband, 
given  when  a  suit  for  a  divorce  was  pending  between  them, 
will  not  operate  against  third  persons  or  creditors,  when  there 
is  no  proof  of  its  execution.    Hawes  v.  Bryan,  10  Lou.  139. 

25.  The  admissions  made  by  a  wife  within  the  scope  of  her 
customary  authority  will  bind  her  husband,  more  especially 

25 


386  ADMISSIONS   AND   DECLAEATIONB. 

when  they  are  in  the  nature  of  facts,  and  the  presumptions 
to  which  they  may  give  rise  are  not  drawn  from  the  credit 
of  the  party,  but  the  fact  that  such  admissions  were  actually 
made.     Steele  v.  Thompson,  3  Penn.  29. 

26.  An  acknowledgment  by  a  feme  covert  is  not  sufficient 
to  establish  an  account  against  her  husband,  though  it  be  for 
articles  furnished  to  her  before  the  marriage.  Shejppa/rd's 
Ex't  v.  Starke,  3  Munf  29. 

27.  The  acts  and  declarations  of  a  husband,  separated  in 
property,  but  acting  as  the  agent  of  his  wife  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  her  affairs,  will  be  good  evidence  against  her. 
Barataria  Canal  Go.  v.  Field,  17  Lou.  421. 

28.  An  act  by  which  a  husband  acknowledges  to  have  re 
ceived  a  lot,  on  account  of  his  wife,  may  be  given  in  evidence 
of  that  fact  by  the  latter  against  the  husband's  vendee,  al- 
though the  wife  was  no  party  to  the  act.  Savenet  v.  Le  Bre- 
ton, 8  N.  S.  602. 

29.  The  declarations  of  husband  and  wife,  as  it  respects  the 
separate  estate  of  the  other,  are  subject  to  the  same  rules  of 
exclusion  which  govern  their  testimony  as  witnesses.  Daw- 
son V.  Hall,  2  Mich.  394. 

30.  When  the  surviving  partner  of  the  community,  as  tutrix 
of  her  daughter,  becomes  a  party  to  a  n^arriage  contract  of 
the  latter,  in  which  it  is  declared  that  the  daughter  is  entitled 
to  a  certain  portion  of  land  belonging  to  the  community  and 
the  daughter  subsequently  mortgages  that  portion  of  the  land 
to  a  third  person,  referring,  in  the  act,  to  the  land  as  that  de- 
scribed in  the  marriage  contract,  the  surviving  wife  will  be 
estopped  from  questioning  the  title  of  the  daughter  to  that 
portion  of  the  land.     Frosten  v.  Legendre,  3  An.  400. 

31.  Even  if  she  made  an  unintentional  mistake  as  to  the 
quantity,  her  innocence  will  not  protect  her,  for  the  rule  is 
that  where  one  of  two  innocent  persons  must  suffer  he  shall 
suffer  who,  by  his  act,  occasioned  the  confidence  and  loss.  Ih. 

32.  E'either  the  wife  nor  her  heirs  are  third  persons  as  to 
the  husband,  in  relation  to  acts  done  by  him  as  the  head  of 
the  community.  Domestic  papers  admissible  against  the 
husband  are  so  against  the  wife  or  her  heira.  Caldwell  v. 
Hennen,  5  E.  20. 
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33.  Conversations  between  a  husband  and  wife  in  relation 
to  the  sale  of  a  slave,  the  paraphei.-nal  property  of  the  wife, 
out  of  the  presence  of  the  defendant,  who  was  not  privy  to 
the  contract,  but  who  purchased  the  slave  as  a  part  of  the 
succession  of  the  vendee,  are  inadmissible  to  prove  that  the 
wife  was  induced  by  the  threats  of  the  husband  to  consent 
to  the  sale.     Blanchard  v.  Castille,  19  Lou.  362. 

34.  Quoad  creditors,  the  wife  or  her  heirs  must  show,  other- 
wise than  by  the  confession  or  acknowledgment  of  the  hus- 
band, whether,  in  the  marriage  contract  or  otherwise,  the  ori- 
gin and  payment  of  the  dowry.  Buison  v.  Thomjpson,  7  N. 
S.  460 ;  Beard  v.  Bigeaux,  8  IsT.  S.  462 ;  Bucket  v.  Bucket, 
11  Lou.  246. 

35.  The  admissions  of  a  husband  will  not  bind  a  feme 
covert  as  to  her  separate  estate.  Dawson  v.  Sail,  2  Mich. 
(Gibbs,)  390. 

36.  And  the  declarations  of  the  husband  and  wife  are  sub- 
jected to  the  same  rules  of  exclusion  which  apply  to  their 
testimony  as  witnesses.     li. 

37.  Though  the  admissions  of  a  party  are  admissible  in 
evidence  against  him,  they  will  not  affect  others  unless  a 
joint  interest  or  privity  of  design  between  them  is  shown  to 
exist.     II). 


(c.)    By  Agent  and  Attorney. 

1.  In  a  case  against  a  corporation  for  injuring  the  plain- 
tiff's house  by  negligently  pulling  down  their  own,  a  letter 
written  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defe  ndants'  surveyor,  who  had 
the  management  of  their  buildings,  is  to  be  presumed  to 
have  been  written  by  him  in  that  capacity,  and  is  there- 
fore evidence  against  the  corporation.  Peyton  v.  The 
Governors  of  St.  Thomas^  Hospital,  3  Oarr.  &  Payne,  363. 

2.  The  possession  of  a  merchant's  note  by  his  clerk,  the 
note  being  drawn  in  the  usual  form  of  a  note  for  discount  at 
the  bank,  \a  prima  fade  evidence  of  the  clerk's  authority  to 
procure  it  to  be  endorsed  and  discounted.  8Mp  Portland  v. 
Lewis,  2  Serg.  &  Kawle,  197,  203. 

3.  Declarations  and  admissions  by  an   agent  after  his 
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agency  has  ceased,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  against 
his  principal.    Williams  v.  Williamson,  6  Ired.  281. 

4.  In  order  that  declarations  of  an  agent  may  be  evidence 
against  his  principal,  the  agency  must  be  first  established 
by  evidence  other  than  the  declarations  or  admissions  of  the 
agent.     lb. 

5.  An  alteration  having  been  made  in  the  plaintiff 's  pass- 
book by  some  person  at  his  bankers,  he  inquired  there  why 
it  was  done,  and  received  an  answer  from  a  person  acting  in 
the  banking  house  as  a  clerk ;  and  he  offered  this  in  evidence 
against  the  bankers.  Held  admissible.  JPrice  v.  Marsh,  1 
Carr.  &  Payne,  60. 

6.  Promises  and  admissions  by  the  agent  of  one  of  several 
partners,  who  alone  is  served  with  process,  are  evidence  in 
the  action.    Downing  v.  Lindsa/y,  2  Barr,  382. 

7.  In  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  it  appeared 
that  the  defendants'  agents  had  directions  to  receive  the 
money  and  remit  it  to  the  defendants.  A  letter  from  the 
agents,  admitting  they  had  received  it,  that  letter  being  an- 
swered by  one  from  the  defendants,  was  therefore  received 
in  evidence  against  the  defendants  as  a  declaration  made  in 
the  course  of  their  business  as  agents.  The  object  of  the 
letter  was  to  show  the  money  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the  de- 
fendants' agent.     Coates  v.  Baimbridge,  5  Bing.  58. 

8.  If  it  appeared  that  one  of  several  joint  contractors  was 
the  agent  of  all,  to  take  care  of  the  joint  concern,  and  transact 
the  business  growing  out  of  it,  his  acts  or  admissions,  while 
so  acting,  relative  to  any  thing  within  the  scope  of  his  author- 
ity, are  binding  upon  all.  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Lyman, 
20  Yt.  (.f)  Washb.)  Qm. 

9.  In  order  to  prove  the  authority  of  an  agent  in  a  par- 
ticular transaction,  it  is  competent  for  the  party,  under 
certain  limitations,  to  give  evidence  of  his  conduct,  dealings 
and  declarations  in  other  cotemporaneous  affairs  of  the  prin- 
cipal, from  which  a  general  agency  might  be  inferred.  Colh 
v.  Lunt,  4  Greenleaf,  503. 

10.  Where  there  are  several  joint  contractors,  and  one  acts 
professedly  for  all  during  a  number  of  years,  without  objec- 
tion, all  residing  in  the  same  neighborhood,  and  having  daily 
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communication  and  intercourse  with  eacli  other,  the  assent 
of  the  others,  they  having  adopted  the  first  act,  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed from  their  silence  and  acquiescence.    II. 

11.  A  letter  from  the  debtor's  agent  (authorized  to  do  the 
act)  directing  the  creditor  on  which  of  several  debts  to  apply 
certain  moneys  paid,  was  held  admissible  to  prove  the  ap- 
plication of  the  payment.    Mitchell  v.  Doll,  2  Har.  &  Gill, 

159,  iro. 

12.  Where  a  solicitor,  to  obtain  partition  of  lands,  ob- 
tained, by  fraud,  a  mortgage  to  himself  from  his  clients,  on 
their  interest  in  the  lands  of  which  partition  was  sought,  and 
transferred  such  mortgage  to  others,  it  was  held,  that  the 
declarations  of  the  solicitor  were  not  competent  as  against 
the  mortgagors,  to  prove  his  agency.  Ellis  v.  Messervie, 
11  Paige,  46T. 

13.  The  acts  of  the  cashier  of  a  bank,  done  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business  usually  confided  to  such  an  officer,  may 
well  be  deemed  jprima  faoie  evidence  that  they  fell  within 
the  scope  of  his  duty.  Flechner  v.  U.  8.  Bank^  8  "Wheat. 
357. 

14.  The  admissions  of  a  deputy  sheriff  are  competent  evi- 
dence against  the  sheriff,  when  sued  for  the  default  of  such 
deputy,  and  against  the  sureties  for  the  sheriff,  when  sued 
upon  their  recognizance.  Lyman  v.  Lull,  20  Vt.  ( 6  Washb.) 
349. 

15.  The  acknowledgment  of  the  cashier  of  a  bank  that  a 
note  had  been  paid,  was  received,  and  held,  prima  facie, 
evidence  against  the  bank.  State  Bank  v.  Wilson,  1  Dev. 
484. 

16.  The  declarations  of  a  son,  while  employed  performing 
a  contract  for  his  services,  made  by  him  as  agent  for  his 
father,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  the  terms  of 
the  contract.     Corbin  v.  Adams,  6  Cush.  93. 

17.  Neither  the  declarations  of  a  man  nor  his  acts  can  be 
given  in  evidence  to  prove  that  he  is  the  agent  of  another. 
Scott  V.  Crane,  1  Conn.  ,255. 

18.  An  admission  by  one  during  his  tenancy,  under  whom 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  claim,  affects  such  plaintiff  only.  Grant 
V.  Levan,  4  Barr,  393. 
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19.  A  statement  made  in  an  account  rendered  by  an  agent, 
not  under  uath,  there  being  no  evidence  to  bring  the  account 
within  the  rule  which  permits  the  declaration  of  a  witness  to 
be  given  in  evidence  against  the  principal  as  part  of  the  res 
gestw,  is  inadmissible  in  evidence.  Herbert  v.  Woods,  3  An. 
254. 

20.  Statements  made  by  one  party  to  the  authorized  agent 
of  the  other,  relative  to  a  matter  in  controversy,  and  not  dis- 
puted or  denied  by  the  agent,  are  evidence  in  the  cause. 
The  State  v.  Farish,  23  Miss.  (1  Gush.)  483. 

21.  The  declarations  of  an  agent  are  only  admissible  when 
they  are  made  in  the  transaction  of  the  principal,  and  thus 
become  the  principal's,  and  bind  him,  Barnard  v.  Senry, 
26  Yt.  (2  Deane,)  289. 

22.  The  declarations  of  an  agent,  whilst  acting  as  such,  are 
evidence  against  his  principal.  Yocum  v.  Barnes,  8  B.  Mon. 
496. 

23.  The  admission  of  an  agent  must  be  within  the  scope  of 
his  agency.    Zaw  v.  Merrills,  6  "Wend.  281. 

24.  The  admission  of  an  agent  must  be  part  of  the  res 
gestm.     ThalUmer  v.  BrvncTcerhoff,  4  "Wend.  394. 

25.  Admissions  of  a  deputy  sheriff,  while  process  is  in  his 
hands,  is  admissible  to  bind  the  sheriff.  StewaH  v.  Wells  da 
Johnson,  6  Barb.  79. 

26.  The  admissions  of  attorneys  of  record  bind  their  clients 
in  all  matters  relating  to  the  progress  and  trial  of  the  cause. 
But  to  this  end  they  must  be  distinct  and  formal,  or  such  as 
are  termed  solemn  admissions,  made  for  the  express  purpose 
of  alleviating  the  stringency  of  some  rule  of  practice,  or  of 
dispensing  with  the  formal  proof  of  some  fact  at  the  trial. 
In  such  cases  they  are  in  general  conclusive,  and  may  be 
given  in  evidence,  even  upon  a  new  trial.  1  Greenleaf  Ev. 
241. 

27.  If  the  owner  of  goods  employ  one  to  carry  and  de- 
liver them  to  a  purchaser,  the  declaration  of  the  carrier, 
made  at  the  time  of  the  delivery,  that  he  brought  and  de- 
livered the  goods  on  account  of  another  person,  is  not 
binding  on  the  owner.  Folsom  v.  Batchelder,  2  Foster, 
(N.  H.)  47. 
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28.  Testimony  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  that  he  presented 
the  account  to  defendant,  who  did  not  object  to  its  correctness, 
but  stated  he  intended  to  keep  the  plaintiff  out  of  the  bill  as 
long  as  he  could,  does  not  amount  to  an  acknowledgment 
of  the  correctness  of  the  account.  Blanc  v.  Forgay,  5  An. 
695. 

29.  In  order  that  an  admission  by  an  agent  may  be  evi- 
dence against  his  principal,  it  must  relate  to  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  agency,  and  be  within  the  scope  of  his  authority. 

Woods  V.  Banis,  14  N.  H.  101. 

30.  The  declarations  of  an  agent  to  a  third  person  made  at 
another  time,  subsequent  to  the  particular  transaction  in 
question,  are  inadmissible  as  evidence  against  his  principal. 
Waterman  v.  Beet,  11  lb.  648. 

31.  Evidence  that  a  statement  was  made  to  a  court  by 
counsel,  in  the  presence  of  the  complainant,  who  was  not  a 
party,  is  inadmissible.     Carr  v.  Hilton,  1  Cartis  Ct.  Ct.  390. 

32.  In  a  suit  by  administrators,  their  intestate's  declara- 
tions are  not  admissible  in  evidence  for  them.  Berry  v. 
Bolerts,  17  Mis.  (2  Bennett,)  36. 

33.  Admissions,  to  be  binding  upon  a  principal,  must  be 
made  at  the  time  of  doing  some  act  in  the  execution  of  his 
authority  as  agent.     Bohannan  v.  Chapman,  13  Ala.  641. 

34.  The  admissions  made  after  his  agency  has  ceased  are 
not  binding  upon  his  principal,  and  cannot  be  given  in  evi- 
dence to  charge  the  principal.     Bevy  v.  Mitchell,  1  Eng.  138. 

35.  The  admissions  of  a  principal  as  to  his  liability  to  a 
plaintiff,  made  after  a  breach  of  his  contract,  are  not  compe- 
tent evidence  against  his  surety.  Cassity  v.  Bobinson,  8  B. 
Mon.  279. 

36.  The  letters  of  one  broker  to  another,  through  whose 
agency  the  parties  made  their  contract,  are  admissible  in 
evidence  against  their  employers.  Williams  v.  Balmer,  6 
Lou.  377. 

37.  The  rule  which  admits  as  evidence  the  admissions  and 
declarations  of  an  agent,  like  other  rules,  is  subject  to  limita- 
tions. Such  declarations  must  be  made  in  course  of  and 
accompanying  the  transaction  which  is  the  subject  of  inquiry; 
but  when  so  made,  they  constitute  a  part  of  the  res  gestm, 
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and  are  binding  on  the  principal.     Bradford  v.  Williams^  2 
Md.  Ch.  Decis.  1. 

38.  Declarations  of  an  agent,  made  after  the  transaction, 
though  in  relation  to  it,  are  no  part  of  the  res  gestoB,  and  are 
not  binding  on  the  principal,  but  come  within  the  rule  that 
excludes  hearsay  evidence.    li. 

39.  The  declarations  of  an  agent,  acting  within  the  scope 
of  his  authority,  and  of  the  party  with  whom  he  contracts, 
when  made  at  the  time  of  a  transaction,  are  a  part  of  the  res 
gestoB,  and  admissible  in  evidence.  Williams  v.  Shackelford, 
16  Ala.  318. 

40.  In  an  action  against  the  ship-owner,  the  declaration  of 
the  master,  in  regard  to  the  injury  to  the  goods,  made  to  the 
agent  of  the  plaintiff  before  the  goods  were  delivered  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading,  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence against  the  defendant.    Price  v.  Powell,  3  Comst.  322. 

41.  Where  his  want  of  authority  is  not  shown,  there  is  no 
reason  why  the  regularly  appointed  attorney  of  a  corporation 
cannot  make  admissions  binding  on  his  principal  as  well  as 
the  attorneys  of  individuals.  If,  however,  such  admissions 
were  made  in  gross  error  or  fraud,  they  would  be  void  ;  but 
there  must  be  some  stronger  proof  of  this  than  the  mere  fact 
that  they  are  prejudicial  to  the  claims  of  the  corporation. 
Mimicipality  No.  2  v.  Orleans  Cotton  Press,  18  Lou.  246. 

42.  The  declarations  of  one  in  possession  of  personal  pro- 
perty, that  he  holds  it  not  in  his  own  right  but  as  the 
property  of  another,  are  admissible  in  evidence  as  part  of  the 
res  gestm.    Brazier  v.  Burt,  18  Ala.  201. 

43.  If  cotton  be  delivered  by  A.  to  B.,  proof  that  B., 
upon  the  receipt  and  whilst  in  possession  of  the  cotton, 
marked  the  bales  with  the  initials  of  O.'s  name,  is,  for  the 
same  reason,  admissible  to  show  that  B.  held  it  as  the  property 
of  C,  and  as  his  bailee.     Ih. 

44.  Whenever  a  party  appears  in  court  to  sustain  the  acts 
of  his  agent,  whatever  is  evidence  against  his  agent  is  evi- 
dence against  him.     Thompson  v.  Chauveau,  1  N.  S.  333. 

45.  The  mere  declarations  of  an  agent,  or  his  acts  as  such, 
are  not  admissible  to  prove  his  agency.  White  v.  Turner, 
10  Johns.  225. 
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46.  The  general  rule  is  this,  when  it  is  proved  that  one  is 
agent  of  another,  whatever  the  agent  does,  or  says,  or  writes, 
at  the  making  of  a  contract,  as  agent,  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence against  the  principal,  but  what  the  agent  says  or  writes 
afterwards  is  not  admissible.  Hough  v.  Doyle,  4  Kawle, 
294 ;  Thallimer  v.  Brinckerhqff',  4  "Wend.  394. 

47.  To  make  the  declarations  of  an  agent  admissible  evi- 
dence, it  must  be  shown  that  they  were  made  during  the 
time  he  was  agent,  and  in  respect  to  the  transaction  to  which 
they  related.     The  Governor  v.  Baker,  14  Ala.  652. 

48.  A  bank  is  bound  for  the  amount  entered  as  a  deposit 
on  the  bank-book,  to  the  credit  of  the  depositor,  by  any  of 
the  clerks,  when  there  is  no  evidence  of  fraud  or  collusion  be- 
tween the  clerk  and  depositor.  Mechamios'  Batik  v.  Banks, 
11  Lou.  261. 

49.  An  unaiithorized  admission,  made  by  an  attorney  in 
fact,  will  not  bind  his  principal.  Halphen  v.  Fuselier,  1 R.  41T. 

50.  The  declarations  of  one  who  had  acted  as  an  agent, 
made  after  the  termination  of  his  agency,  are  not  binding  on 
the  principal,  though  the  former  be  dead  at  the  time  of  the 
trial.     Beynolds  v.  Rowley,  3  E.  201. 

51.  Admissions  of  any  fact,  made  by  an  agent  during  the 
continuance  of  his  agency,  relating  directly  to  the  business 
intrusted  to  him,  are  binding  on  the  principal,  particularly 
if  the  fact  so  admitted  be  a  thing  done  by  the  agent  himself, 
or  within  his  own  knowledge,    Ih.  2  An.  890. 

52.  An  entry  made  in  a  bank-book  of  a  certain  amount  to 
the  credit  of  the  depositor,  if  made  at  the  time  of  the  deposit 
by  a  clerk  authorized  to  make  the  entry,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  of  any  fraud  or  collusion  between  the  clerk  and  the 
depositor,  is  conclusive  on  the  bank,  which  will  be  estopped 
from  alleging  that  the  entry  was  erroneously  made ;  but 
where  the  book  is  written  up  afterwards,  the  entry  is  not  an 
original  one,  and  may  be  examined  into.  Hepburn  v.  Citi- 
zens' Bank,  2  An.  1007. 

53.  The  declarations  of  an  agent,  which  are  but  a  narration 
of  an  event  that  had  already  taken  place,  are  inadmissible 
against  the  principal.  Innis  v.  The  Steamer  Senator,  1 
Cal.  459, 
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(d.)    By  Partners. 

1.  The  admissions  of  a  dormant  partner  are  admissible 
against  his  copartners,  touching  the  partnership  business. 
Eitt  V.  Allen,  13  111.  592. 

2.  After  the  partnership  has  been  proved  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  court,  the  admissions  of  a  partner  not  a  party  to 
the  suit  are  admissible  to  charge  his  copartners.  McCutchin 
V.  Bankston,  2  Kelly,  244. 

3.  The  acts  or  admissions  of  one  of  several  joint  contractors 
or  promissors  are  admissible,  for  some  purposes,  as  evidence 
against  all,  where  they  do  not  extend  to  creating  a  new  con- 
tract, or  enlarging  a  pre-existing  obligation  or  liability,  but 
merely  show  that  that  obligation  or  liability  has  not  been  dis- 
charged, or  has  been  discharged  in  part  only.  Bamk  of  United 
States  V.  Lyman,  20  Vt.  (5  Washb.)  666. 

4.  Conversations  between  parties  in  relation  to  an  agree- 
ment between  them,  that  the  partnership  property  shall  go  to 
the  survivor,  are  not  competent  to  show  that  such  an  agree- 
ment was  ever  made.     Quine  v.  Quine,  9  S.  &  M.  155. 

5.  And  if  the  survivor  in  such  case  takes  out  letters  of 
administration  on  the  estate  of  the  deceased  partner,  this  will 
be  an  admission  that  such  agreement  was  not  entered  into.  II). 

6.  If,  after  the  dissolution  of  a  copartnership,  one  of  the 
copartners  had  assigned  to  the  other  his  interest  in  a  co- 
partnership claim  against  the  defendant,  it  is  not  the  right  of 
the  defendant,  in  a  suit  upon  such  claim  brought  in  the  name 
of  both  copartners  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignee,  to  prove 
declarations  made  by  the  assignor  subsec[uently  to  the  as- 
signment.    Gillingham  v.  Teblets,  33  Maine,  (3  Eed.)  360. 

7.  The  acts  and  declarations  of  a  defendant,  sued  as  a 
partner,  but  on  whom  the  writ  has  not  been  served,  may  be 
given  in  evidence  to  prove  him  to  be  a  partner.  Grafton 
Banh  v.  Moore,  14  N.  H.  142. 

8.  Where  a  member  of  a  partnership  had  been  the  holder 
of  a  note  of  which  the  firm  were  makers,  and  he  and  another 
of  the  partners  subsequently  confessed  judgment  on  it  to  a 
third  person,  to  whom  it  was  alleged  it  had  been  transferred, 
and  the  plaintifiT  in  that  judgment  brought  trover  for  property 
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which  he  had  purchased  at  a  sale  onfi.fa.  thereon,  against 
creditors  claiming  under  a  subsequent  execution  against  the 
firm,  which  creditors  set  up  that  the  first-mentioned  judgment 
was  fraudulent  against  the  creditors  of  the  firm,  it  was  held, 
that  the  declarations  of  the  partners  who  confessed  the  judg- 
ment, made  at  the  time  it  was  confessed,  admitting  an  inten- 
tion thereby  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  the  firm,  were  compe- 
tent evidence  for  the  defendants  in  such  action  of  trover. 
Davis  V.  NewMrk,  5  Denio,  92. 

9.  The  declarations  of  a  surviving  partner  cannot  be  given 
in  evidence  to  affect  the  estate  of  his  deceased  partner  in  re- 
spect to  a  private  debt  of  the  deceased.  Stockton  v.  John- 
son, 6  B.  Mon.  409. 

10.  The  admission  of  an  individual  member  of  a  firm  that 
he  is  a  partner,  is  evidence  to  charge  himself,  though  no  evi- 
dence of  the  partnership  against  any  other  party  alleged  to 
be  a  partner.    Pierce  v.  McOonnell,  7  Blackf.  170. 

11.  In  an  action  against  several  persons  as  partners,  the 
declarations  of  one  of  them,  who  admits  himself  to  be  a 
partner,  are  not  admissible  to  prove  that  another  is  a  member 
of  the  firm.  Gn^afton  Bomk  v.  Moore,  13  N.  H.  99 ;  McGor- 
hle  V.  Boly,  1  Strobh.  396  ;  Pierce  v.  McConnell,  7  Blackf. 
170. 

12.  In  a  suit  at  law  by  partners,  the  admission  of  one  of 
them,  after  the  dissolution  of  the  fiz-m,  that  he  has  no  right 
of  action,  is  competent  testimony  in  bar  of  the  suit.  Cochran 
V.  Cunningham,  16  Ala.  448. 

13.  Confession  of  one  defendant  is  not  sufficient  to  prove 
partnership.     Corps  v.  Robinson,  2  Wash.  0.  C.  388. 

14.  Nor  to  prove  that  a  debt  was  a  partnership  liabihty. 
Ostrom  V.  Jacobs,  9  Met.  454. 

15.  Partnership  or  liability  may  be  proved  by  the  separate 
confession  of  each.     Johnson  v.  Warden,  3  "Watts,  101. 

16.  A  declaration  by  one  of  two  joint  partners  that  the 
other  was  not  his  partner  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  contract, 
is  admissible  evidence.    Starh  v.  Kenan,  11  Ala.  818. 

17.  Proving  a  fraudulent  connection  between  persons, 
whether  the  fraud  be  the  gravamen  of  the  action  and  the 
sole  ground  of  the  liability,  or  whether  it  be  collateral  and 
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subsidiary  to  the  cstse,  the  acts  and  declarations  of  one  are  evi- 
dence against  all.     Oldham  &  Kerr  v.  Bentley,  6  B.  Mon.  428. 

18.  The  acts  and  admissions  of  one  of  several  joint  con- 
tractors or  promissors  are  admissible  for  some  purposes  as 
evidence  against  all;  and  his  acts  and  admissions  while 
acting  as  the  agent  of  all  in  the  joint  business,  relative  to 
every  thing  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  are  binding  upon 
all.    Bank  of  United  States  v.  Lyman,  1  Blatch.  Ct.  Ct.  297. 

19.  It  is  a  general  rule  of  evidence  that  the  admissions  of 
one  copartner,  with  reference  to  the  legitimate  business  of 
the  copartnership,  are  deemed  to  be  the  admissions  of  each 
and  all  of  its  members.  Oilmore  v.  Patterson,  36  Maine, 
(1  Heath,)  544. 

20.  The  declarations  of  a  corporation  director,  respecting 
past  transactions,  are  not  admissible  as  evidence  against  the  cor- 
poration. Franklin  Bank  v.  Cooper,  36  Maine,  (1  Heath,)  179. 

21.  The  admissions  of  one  of  several  partners  cannot  be 
given  in  evidence  to  prove  a  partnership  ;  they  are  only  ad- 
missible against  him  who  made  them.  McPherson  v.  Bath- 
lone,  7  Wend.  216. 

22.  In  an  action  against  partners  on  a  promissory  note, 
made  by  one  of  them  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  the  confessions 
of  that  one  are  not  admissible  to  prove  the  note  a  partner- 
ship transaction.     Tuttle  v.  Cooper,  5  Pick.  414. 

23.  The  confessions  of  a  partner,  after  the  dissolution  of 
the  partnership,  cannot  be  shown  to  charge  his  copartner. 
Gleason  v.  Clark,  9  Cowen,  57. 

24.  It  is  different  when  such  acknowledgment  is  offered 
merely  to  take  a  partnership  debt  out  of  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations.   Smith  V.  Ludlow,  6  Johns.  267. 

25.  "Where  a  partner  in  a  particular  partnership,  entitled 
to  an  undivided  third  of  certain  immovable  property,  per- 
mits his  copartner  to  mortgage  the  whole  for  the  payment  of 
an  individual  debt  of  the  latter,  he  may  be  estopped  from 
disputing  the  mortgage  ;  but  such  permission  will  not  amount 
to  a  renunciation  of  his  title,  nor  to  an  acknowledgment  of  the 
mortgagor's  title  to  the  whole  of  the  property.  Thomson  v. 
Mylne,  11  E.  349. 

26.  Entries  made  in  the  partnership  books  by  the  liquida- 
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toi"  of  the  firm,  after  its  dissolution,  are  no  evidence  against 
the  other  partners.     MoMicken  v.  Ficklin,  11  Lou.  314. 

27.  The  admissions  of  a  partner,  previous  to  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  partnership,  are  evidence  against  his  copartner ; 
but  when  made  after  the  dissolution,  though  in  relation  to  a 
transaction  commenced  during  its  existence,  and  not  com- 
pleted when  the  admissions  were  made,  they  are  inadmissible. 
White  V.  Kearney^  9  E..  495. 

28.  An  entry  in  the  books  of  a  partnership,  made  at  the 
time  of  the  transaction,  will  be  conclusive  between  the  par- 
ties, unless  shown  to  be  erroneous.  The  partners  were  the 
mutual  agents  of  each  other,  and  such  an  entry  must  be  re- 
garded as  an  account  rendered  of  the  transaction.  Armis- 
tead  V.  Spring,  1  E.  567;  Jarvis  Arrmstead,  lb.  567. 

29.  A  retiring  partner  will  not  be  bound  by  any  acknowl- 
egments,  in  regard  to  goods  delivered  after  the  dissolution, 
made  by  his  former  partner.     GlarJce  v.  Jones,  1  E.  78. 

30.  Admissions  made  after  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership, 
by  one  who  had  been  a  member,  are  not  binding  on  those 
who  were  associated  with  him.  LacTiomette  v.  Thomas,  5  E. 
172  ;  Lambeth  v.  Yawter,  6  E.  127 ;  Dwpre  v.  Richard,  11 
E.  498  ;  Buard  v.  Lemee,  12  E.  252  ;  Johnson  v.  Marsh,  2 
An.  772. 

81.  Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  mer- 
chandise shipped  to  one  of  the  members  of  a  partnership  be- 
fore its  formation,  plaintiff  produces  several  letters  assuming 
the  responsibility  of  the  shipment  by  the  new  firm,  the  de- 
fence that  the  letters  were  written  by  the  partner  to  whom 
the  shipment  was  made,  that  the  acknowledgments  were 
fraudulent  and  not  binding  on  the  other  partner,  who  was 
ignorant  of  them,  will  throw  the  burden  of  proving  fraud  on 
the  latter.     Robinson  v.  Quarks,  1  An.  460. 

32.  The  declaration  of  a  partner,  after  he  had  purchased  a 
chattel,  that  he  had  bought  it  for  the  firm,  is  not  sufScient  or 
competent  evidence  to  render  a  copartner  liable.  White  v. 
Gibson,  11  Ired.  283. 

33.  The  admissions  of  a  partner,  after  the  dissolution  of 
the  partnership,  is  no  evidence  to  bind  the  firm.  Daniel  v. 
JUTelson,  10  B.  Mon.  316. 
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34.  The  partnership  books  are  good  as  prima  facie  evi- 
dence between  the  copartners  or  co-proprietors  of  a  vessel. 
Jordan  v.  White,  4  N.  S.  335. 

35.  The  declarations  of  one  of  two  partners,  joint  defendants, 
made  after  a  dissolution  of  the  firm,  are  evidence  against 
both,  as  to  any  contract  made  before  dissolution,  whether  the 
other  partner  is  present  or  not.  Pierce  v.  Wood,  3  Foster, 
(]Sr.  H.)  519. 

36.  An  act  of  mortgage  made  by  the  managing  partner  of 
a  firm,  even  although  it  may  not  legally  bind  the  property 
mortgaged,  is  evidence  in  favor  of  the  mortgagee  of  the  debt 
due  by  the  firm.     Bichard  v.  Bird,  4  Lou.  308. 

37.  Partnership  books  cannot  be  introduced  in  evidence 
against  a  party,  unless  it  be  first  proved  that  he  was  a  mem- 
ber of  the  partnership.    Flower  v.  Millaudon,  6  Lou.  710. 


(e.)    Implied  from  Conduct. 

1.  On  the  question  whether  the  defendant  had  notice  ot 
the  plaintiff's  claim  to  the  land  in  dispute,  the  defendant 
proved  that  he  denied  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  who  did  not  say 
he  had  any,  but  talked  of  quieting  the  dispute.  The  court 
said  this  should  not  be  received  as  evidence  that  the  defen- 
dant had  not  notice,  as  the  plaintiff,  being  desirous  to  quiet 
the  dispute,  would  in  all  probability  avoid  contradiction  and 
irritating  language.  RochesteT  v.  Anderson,  Litt.  Sel.  Oa. 
143,  145. 

2.  "What  is  asserted  in  the  presence  of  a  party  to  a  suit, 
and  not  contradicted  by  him,  is  received  as  evidence  against 
him,  on  the  ground  that  his  silence  is  an  implied  admission  of 
the  truth  of  what  was  said."  Batturs  v.  Sellers,  5  Har. 
&  J.  119. 

3.  Where  one  asserted  the  terms  of  a  contract  between 
him  and  A.,  to  the  latter,  who  did  not  contradict  them,  held 
proof  of  the  terms  as  asserted.  Wells  v.  Drayton,  1  Rep. 
Con.  Ct.  111. 

4.  A  statement  made  by  another  person,  or  a  conversation 
carried  on  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  a  party;  to  which 
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he  made  no  reply,  cannot  be  received  in  evidence  against 
liim  as  an  implied  admission  on  his  part  of  its  truth,  unless 
it  was  of  such  a  character  as  would  naturally  call  for  a  re- 
sponse from  him,  and  he  was  in  a  situation  in  which  he 
would  probably  have  replied  to  it.  Lawson  v.  The  State,  20 
Ala.  65. 

5.  To  justify  a  presumption  of  an  admission  from  the  silence 
of  a  party,  when  a  statement  is  made  in  his  presence  adverse 
to  his  interest,  the  statement  must  not  only  be  brought  to  his 
attention,  but  it  -must  be  such  as  calls  for  a  reply.  Hersey  v. 
Barton,  23  Vt.  (8  Washb.)  685. 

6.  Where  the  conduct  of  several  persons  show  them  to  have 
been  joint  conspirators,  the  declarations  of  one  may  be  given 
in  evidence  against  another.  Glory  v.  The  State,  8  Eng. 
(13  Ark.)  236. 

7.  A  party  who  purchases  certain  lots  of  groimd  from  one 
representing  himself  as  the  agent  of  A.,  and  who  executes  his 
notes,  secured  by  mortgage  upon  the  property,  in  payment 
therefor,  when  sued  by  A.  on  the  notes  and  mortgage,  is  es- 
topped from  setting  np  the  defence  that  the  agent  was  not 
authorized  to  accept  the  mortgage  for  A.  Squier  v.  Stockton, 
5  An.  120. 

8.  The  admissions  of  a  party  to  a  suit,  either  expressed  or 
implied  from  his  conduct,  are  strong  evidence  against  him, 
though  not  conclusive.  He  is  at  liberty  to  explain  them,  or 
show  that  he  was  mistaken,  and  this,  though  the  admissions 
were  under  oath.     Carter  v.  Bennett,  4  Florida,  283. 

9.  Where  one,  against  whom  a  fi.  fa.  has  been  issued, 
hands  to  the  officer  about  to  make  a  seizure,  certain  notes, 
circulating  as  currency,  in  the  presence  of  a  third  person, 
who  asserts  that  he  is  the  owner  of  them,  but  does  not  insist 
on  the  officer's  desisting  from  taking  them  away,  he  will  for- 
feit any  claim  he  may  have  to  them.  Levistones  v.  Clailome, 
5  E.  196. 

10.  Where  one  party  does  not  deny  an  assertion  made  by 
the  other  in  his  presence,  it  may  be  shown  in  evidence  as  an 
admission  of  the  fact.  MoClenkan  v.  MoMellan,  6  Barr, 
366. 

11.  Admissions  may  also  be  implied  from  the  acquiescence 
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of  the  party.  But  acquiescence,  to  have  the  effect  of  an 
admission,  must  exhibit  some  act  of  the  mind,  and  amount 
to  voluntary  demeanor  or  conduct  of  the  party.  Allen  v. 
McKeen,  1  Sumner,  314. 

12.  And  whether  it  is  acquiescence  in  the  conduct  or  in 
the  language  of  others,  it  must  plainly  appear  that  such  con- 
duct was  fully  known  or  the  language  fully  understood  by  the 
party,  before  any  inference  can  be  drawn  from  his  passive- 
ness  or  silence.    Ih. 

13.  "When  a  party,  by  remaining  silent  when  it  was  his 
duty  to  speak,  has  decoyed  another  into  a  particular  line  of 
conduct,  he  will  be  estopped  from  enforcing  any  advantage 
which  he  may  have  thereby  acquired.  Meux  v.  Martin,  5 
An.  108. 

14.  The  surrender,  without  writing,  of  the  sole  evidence  of 
a  conditional  grant  before  the  fulfilment  of  the  condition,  is 
presumptive  evidence  of  the  abandonment  of  all  rights  under 
it.    Boissier  v.  Metayer,  5  M.  678. 

15.  Admissions,  which  have  induced  others  to  act  upon 
them,  are  binding  on  the  party  making  them,  and  cannot  be 
repudiated  by  him.     TorrvpTdns  v.  Phillips,  12  Geo.  52. 

16.  The  declarations  of  a  third  person  cannot  be  given  in 
evidence  against  a  party  to  the  suit,  when  there  existed  no 
privity  between  them ;  but  in  case  of  a  contested  ownership 
of  a  movable,  perhaps  the  assertion  by  a  third  person  of  his 
claim  in  the  owner's  presence  might  be  proved,  not  because 
the  one  asserted  his  claim,  but  because  the  other  acquiesced 
in  it.    Barry  v.  Louisiana  Ins.  Co.,  12  M.  493. 

IT.  A  declaration,  of  a  character  proper  for  a  slave  to 
make,  made  by  him  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  a  white 
person,  from  whom  it  naturally  called  for  a  response,  is  ad- 
missible evidence  against  such  white  person,  if  uncontradicted 
by  him,  as  showing  acquiescence  in  the  truth  of  the  state- 
ment.   Sjpenoer  v.  The  State,  20  Ala.  24. 

18.  In  assumpsit  to  recover  from  defendant  for  the  board 
of  an  orphan  minor,  who  had  no  guardian,  the  plaintiff  showed 
such  a  state  of  facts  as  tended  to  prove  that  defendant  had 
placed  himself  in  loco  parentis  to  her.  Held,  that  to  rebut 
this  presumption,  and  to  show  the  manner  in  which  he  had 
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received  the  child  into  his  house,  and  his  motive  in  receiving 
her,  and  afterwards  carrying  her  to  plaintiff's,  the  defendant 
might  prove  declarations  made  by  the  child  at  the  time  she 
came  to  his  house.    Ed/y  v.  MoGoy,  20  Ala.  403. 

19.  Where  a  party  by  his  declarations  and  line  of  conduct 
has  derived  any  advantage  to  himself,  or  has  induced  others 
to  act  in  a  particular  way,  and  to  believe  that  the  title  of 
certain  property  was  in  their  debtor,  he  will  be  estopped  from 
setting  up  any  title  in  himself.  Bemiss  v.  Hawkins,  2  An. 
501. 

20.  A  man's  own  acts,  conduct  and  declarations  are  always 
evidence  against  him.     Wells  v.  Fairbanks,  5  Texas,  582. 

21.  If  a  man  stand  by  in  silence  while  his  own  property 
is  being  sold,  and  suffer  another  to  become  the  purchaser,  he 
is  estopped  from  disputing  the  title  thus  acquired,  and  his 
heirs  and  those  claiming  under  him  are  likewise  estopped. 
Blanchard  v.  Attain,  6  An.  367. 

22.  In  questions  of  title,  silence  does  not  in  any  case  show 
consent,  unless  continued  during  the  time  necessary  for  pre- 
scription, when  the  law  of  prescription  is  applicable.  Mcin- 
tosh, V.  Smith,  2  An.  757. 

23.  "Where  a  purchaser  is  sued  in  an  action  to  compel  a 
compliance  with  the  conditions  of  the  sale,  and  avers  he 
is  not  bound  by  it,  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  he 
offered  his  notes  at  long  date,  in  compliance  with  an  inciden- 
tal obligation  of  his  purchase.  Gordon  v.  Parker,  10  Lou. 
60. 

24.  Admissions  which  have  been  acted  v.jgon  ly  others  are 
conclusive  against  the  party  making  them,  in  all  cases  be- 
tween him  and  the  person  whose  conduct  he  has  thus  in- 
fluenced. It  is  of  no  importance  whether  they  were  made 
in  express  language  to  the  person  himself,  or  implied  from 
the  open  and  general  conduct  of  the  party.  For,  in  the  latter 
case,  the  implied  declaration  may  be  considered  as  addressed 
to  every  one  in  particular  who  may  have  occasion  to  act 
upon  it.  In  such  cases  the  party  is  estopped,  on  grounds  of 
public  policy  and  good  faith,  from  repudiating  his  own  rep- 
resentations.   1  GreenleaSEv.  265. 

25.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  by  matters  injpais  is  seldom, 

26 
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if  ever,  applied  to  married  women.     OuUlotte  v.  Lafa/yette 
5  An.  382. 

26.  Confessions,  induced  by  appliances  of  hope  or  fear, 
may  not  be  given  in  evidence ;  but  if  facts  are  obtained  by 
such  confessions,  they  may  be  given  in  evidence.  Oates  v. 
The  Peo;ple,  14  111.  433. 

27.  One  who  stands  by  and  sees  his  property  sold  as  be- 
longing to  another,  will  not  be  permitted  to  set  up  his  title  in 
opposition  to  a  hona  fide  purchaser,  who  has  bought  on  the 
faith  of  his  acknowledgments  or  tacit  acquiescence.  The 
silence  of  a  party  is  sometimes  as  binding  and  expressive  as 
a  positive  consent.  Qui  tacet  consentire  videtur.  Thomson 
V.  Mylne,  11  B.  365 ;  Biohardson  v.  Hyams,  1  An.  288 ; 
Moore  v.  Lamheth,  5  An.  67. 

28.  A.,  being  indebted  to  B.  on  a  book  account,  gave  to  his 
creditor  a  promissory  note  signed  by  C,  payable  to  A.,  and 
by  him  endorsed,  as  collateral  security  for  the  account.  This 
note  and  account  were  presented  to  A.  by  an  agent  of  D., 
the  plaintiff,  and  he  then  promised  to  pay  the  amount  to  the 
plaintiff.  Held,  that  this  promise  was  an  admission  that  the 
holder  of  the  note  was  the  owner  of  the  claim,  and  was  a 
valid  promise.  Cromelien  v.  Mauger,  17  Penn.  State  R.  (5 
Harris,)  169. 

29.  The  mere  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  is  not  evidence 
that  an  account  between  the  parties  is  unsettled.  Livermore 
V.  Band,  6  Foster,  (IST.  H.)  85. 

30.  Eecognition  of  one  as  agent,  factor  or  servant  by  adop- 
tion of  his  acts,  is  admissible  as  conclusive  evidence  of  au- 
thority of  agent.    2  Greenleaf  Ev.  66. 

31.  Where  one  by  his  words  or  conduct  wilfully  causes 
another  to  believe  in  the  existence  of  a  certain  state  of  things, 
and  induces  him  to  act  on  that  belief  so  as  to  alter  his  own  pre- 
vious position,  the  former  is  concluded  from  averring  against 
the  latter  a  different  state  of  things  as  existing  at  the  same 
time.  March  v.  Smith,  5  E.  523  ;  McMasters  v.  Atchafa- 
laya  Co.,  1  An.  11 ;  Blamchard  v.  Allaim;  5  An.  368. 

32.  As  against  himself  and  those  he  represents,  a  man's 
actions  and  representations  will  be  presumed  to  correspond 
with  the  truth.    They  are,  in  all  cases,  evidence  of  the  fact ; 
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and  where  a  party  has  induced  another  to  act  on  the  faith 
of  such  representations,  and  where  he  cannot  show  the  con- 
trary without  a  breach  of  good  faith  and  common  honesty, 
such  representations  are  usually  absolutely  conclusive.  Gales 
V.  Christy,  i  An.  293. 

33.  The  admissions  of  a  party,  which  are  to  be  inferred 
from  his  acquiescence  in  the  verbal  statements  of  others 
made  in  his  presence,  ought  to  be  regarded  with  great  cau- 
tion. Unless  the  evidence  be  of  such  direct  declarations, 
and  of  that  kind  which  naturally  calls  for  a  contradiction,  or 
some  assertions  made  to  the  party  with  respect  to  his  rights, 
which,  by  his  silence,  he  acquiesces  in,  it  ought  not  to  be  re- 
ceived at  all.    Jiolfe  v.  Jiolfe,  10  Geo.  143. 

34.  The  circumstance  that  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  take  a 
less  sum  than  that  which  he  claims,  to  avoid  a  suit,  which 
was  not  accepted,  does  not  preclude  him  from  recovering 
the  sum  which  he  legally  proves  to  be  due  to  him.  Friel/y 
V.  Chretien,  10  Lou.  215. 


(f.)    By  Account  Rendered. 

1.  "When  one  merchant  sends  an  account  current  to 
another  residing  in  a  different  country,  between  whom  there 
are  mutual  dealings,  and  he  keeps  it  two  years  without 
making  any  objections,  it  shall  be  deemed  a  stated  account ; 
and  his  silence  and  acquiescence  shall  bind  him,  at  least  so 
far  as  to  cast  the  onus jprdbandi  on  him."  Freeland  v.  Heron, 
7  Cranch,  14T. 

2.  In  an  action  in  behalf  of  the  consignor  against  the  con- 
signee, evidence  was  given  that  an  invoice  accompanied  the 
goods  and  remained  many  years  without  any  objection  being 
made  by  the  latter ;  held  this  to  be  evidence  that  all  the  ar- 
ticles had  been  received  by  the  consignee,  there  being  no 
proof  to  the  contrary.  Field's  Assignees  v.  Moulton,  2 
Wash.  0.  0. 155. 

3.  A  physician's  bill  for  attending  a  sick  seaman  was  pre- 
sented to  the  master  of  the  ship,  who  made  no  objection  to  it. 
This  was  held  evidence  against  the  master  in  an  action  to 
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recover  on  the  bill.  M'Bnde^s  Ex^x  v.  Watts,  1  M'Cord, 
384. 

4.  The  acquiescence  of  the  debtor  in  an  account  rendered 
to  him  will  be  presumed,  if,  during  a  reasonable  time  for  that 
purpose,  he  do  not  object  to  its  correctness.  Sham  v.  OaJeey, 
3  K.  362;  Starr  v.  Zacharie,  18  Lou.  517. 

5.  To  make  an  account  a  stated  account,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  it  should  be  signed  by  the  parties.  It  is  enough  if 
it  have  been  examined  and  accepted  by  both,  and  such  ac- 
ceptance may  be  inferred  from  circumstances,  JFreeman  v. 
Howell,  4  An.  196. 

6.  An  account  rendered  will  be  deemed  to  be  an  account 
stated,  from  the  presumed  approbation  or  acquiescence  of 
the  parties,  unless  objected  to  within  a  reasonable  time. 
What  is  reasonable  time  must  be  determined  with  reference 
to  the  relations  of  the  parties,  or  the  usual  course  of  business 
of  the  particular  class  of  persons  concerned.     lb. 

7.  "Where  defendant  had  rendered  an  account  to  which 
the  plaintiffs  made  no  objection  at  the  time,  but  drew  on 
him  for  the  precise  balance,  held,  that  this  was  conclusive 
evidence  that  the  items  were  agreed  to,  and  that  the  account 
was  an  account  stated.    Lockwood  v.  Thorne,  1  Kernan,  170. 

8.  "When  a  party  presents  an  account  to  his  debtor,  in 
which  are  stated  both  debits  and  credits,  the  latter  shall  not 
claim  the  benefit  of  the  credits,  without  also  submitting  to 
the  debits.    FiUpatrick  v.  Harris,  8  Ala.  32. 

9.  In  an  injunction  suit  by  the  assignee  of  a  debtor,  the 
creditor  may  introduce  in  evidence  accounts  passed  subse- 
quently to  the  assignment  between  him  and  his  debtor, 
where  such  accounts  may  show  an  agreement  relating  to  the 
imputation  of  certain  payments  previous  to  the  assignment. 
Gardere  v.  Fish,  6  N.  S.  389. 

10.  Where  there  has  been  a  settlement  of  accounts  between 
partners,  and  a  note  given  by  one  to  the  other  for  the  balance 
found  due,  on  an  allegation  of  error,  the  former  may  go  into 
an  investigation  of  the  accounts,  and  show  that  the  note  was 
given  in  error ;  but  the  settlement  will  be  presumed  to  be 
correct  until  the  contrary  be  shown  by  the  party  alleging  it. 
Green  v.  Glassoook,  9  K.  119. 
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11.  Receipted  accounts,  embraced  in  such  a  settlement, 
will  be  admissible  in  evidence,  subject  to  the  right  of  Ihe 
opposite  party  to  show  that  they  were  erroneously  allowed.  li- 

12.  Where  an  account  has  been  settled  between  the  par- 
ties, and  a  balance  struck,  the  account  must  be  regarded  as 
an  entire  thing,  subject  to  proof  of  error ;  and  the  debit  side 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence  without  the  credit  side.    Ih. 

13.  The  receipt  of  the  heirs  for  a  Ixdance  is  evidence  of  an 
account  rendered  and  a  settlement  made  ;  it  is  evidence  of 
the  allowance  of  every  charge  made  in  the  account — even 
the  commissions  retained.  Decoux  v.  Plantevignes,  10  Lou. 
508. 

14.  An  account  annexed  to  a  petition  may  be  given  in 
evidence,  although  it  be  not  added  up,  but  give  only  in  items 
what  is  stated  in  the  petition  as  an  aggregate  balance.  Fin- 
lay  V.  KirUand,  9  M.  463. 

15.  Where  plaintiff,  having  funds  of  defendant  in  his 
hands,  charged  him  in  account  certain  items  of  interest,  and 
credited  him  with  the  funds,  so  as  to  leave  a  small  balance 
in  plaintiff's  favor,  which  was  afterwards  settled,  held,  that 
defendant,  having  made  no  objection  at  the  time,  nor  for 
several  years  after,  could  not  object  to  the  several  charges  of 
interest  as  usurious,  because  his  assenting  to  the  account 
amounted  not  merely  to  an  agreement  to  pay  usurious  inter- 
est, but  to  an  actual  payment  of  it.  Millaudon  v.  Amaud, 
4  Lou.  544. 

16.  An  account  rendered  by  a  clerk  or  book-keeper  of  a 
merchant  or  trader,  showing  a  balance  to  be  due  to  the  party 
to  whom  it  was  rendered,  is  not  binding  on  his  employer, 
without  evidence  of  other  authority  than  that  usually  con 
ferred  upon  such  an  agent,  who  has  no  more  power  to  state  an 
account  and  acknowledge  a  balance  as  due  by  his  employers, 
than  he  has  to  bind  them  by  signing  a  note.  8pea/rs  v.  Tur- 
pin,  9  E.  293. 

17.  The  omission  of  one  item  in  an  account  is  no  bar  to  a 
suit  afterwards  brought  to  recover  it.  Pa/oie  v.  Noyrel,  5 
N.  S.  93. 

18.  Where  a  party  is  bound  to  furnish  an  account,  his  ad- 
versary may  use  that  part  of  it  which  is  against  him,  without 
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being  compelled  to  admit  the  items  in  it  which  are  in  his 
favor.    Marr  v.  Hyde,  8  E.  13. 

19.  Accounts  which  have  been  rendered  between  the  par- 
ties to  a  suit,  down  to  a  certain  period  when  a  balance  ap- 
pears to  have  been  paid  in  cash,  must  be  considered  as 
settled,  and  not  liable  to  be  opened  again,  for  the  purpose  of 
inquiring  into  the  correctness  of  charges  of  discount,  commis- 
sion and  interest,  alleged  to  be  usurious,  where  the  effect 
would  be  to  permit  a  party  to  recover  back  the  sums  thus 
charged  and  allowed.    Flower  v.  Millaudon,  19  Lou.  185. 

20.  Where  a  party  has  given  his  promissory  note  for  a 
balance  of  account,  which  he  has  approved,  he  may  go  into 
the  consideration  of  the  note,  and  contest  the  account  with 
the  creditor.  But  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  him,  and  he  must 
show  affirmatively  the  errors  or  omissions,  the  presumption 
being  in  favor  of  the  account  as  approved.    Il>. 

21.  Where  a  party  relies  on  an  account  furnished  by  the 
other,  that  account  must,  be  taken  in  toto,  and  the  items 
against  him  must  be  taken  as  true,  as  well  as  those  for  him ; 
but  this  principle  does  not  extend  to  a  case  in  which  one  is 
hound  to  furnish  an  account  to  another.  In  this  latter  case, 
the  party  thus  bound  must  establish  the  items  to  his  credit  by 
legal  proof,  and  cannot  create  proof  for  himself.  Wakeman  v. 
Marqucmd,  5  I^.  S.  270  ;  Smith  v.  Hwrrathy,  lb.  322  ;  Moor- 
head  V.  Thompson,  1  Lou.  285. 

22.  The  signing  of  an  account  by  one  of  the  parties, 
acknowledging  its  correctness,  is  not  conclusive  against  a 
correction  of  gross  errors  in  fact,  or  mistakes  as  to  the  legal 
rights  of  the  parties.  Zaoharie  v.  Blandin,  6  Lou.  204 ;  Suc- 
cession of  Key,  5  An.  568. 

23.  Where  a  factor  transmits  to  his  principal  accounts  of 
the  sales  of  his  crops,  and  of  advances  of  money  and  pur- 
chases made  for  him,  and  proves  their  receipt  by  the  princi- 
pal, and  the  latter  receives  such  accounts  without  objection, 
and  acknowledges  the  receipt  of  the  articles  purchased  for 
him,  he  will  be  presumed  to  have  assented  to  the  correctness 
of  the  account.     Zedoux  v.  Porche,  12  R.  643. 

24.  In  an  action  by  the  factor,  in  such  a  case,  for  a  balance 
due  to  him,  the  burden  of  proving  that  the  crops  sold  for 
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more,  or  that  the  articles  furnished  had  been  purchased  for 
less  than  the  account  shows,  is  on  the  defendant.     Ih. 

25.  The  approval  of  accounts,  rendered  in  the  course  of 
business,  does  not  prevent  the  party  from  showing  there  are 
errors  in  them,  on  a  final  settlement;  but  their  acceptance  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  their  correctness,  and  the  burden  of 
showing  error  is  on  him.  Flower  v.  Millaudon,  6  Lou.  711 ; 
19  Lou.  196. 

26.  In  an  action  for  a  balance  due  for  labor  and  materials, 
an  account  proved  to  have  been  furnished  by  plaintiff  to  de- 
fendant may  be  offered  in  evidence  by  the  latter,  though  not 
in  the  handwriting  of  plaintiff;  but  the  plaintiff  may  intro- 
duce evidence  to  destroy  its  effect.  Donaldson  v.  Walker,  7 
E.  329. 

27.  "Where  A.  delivered  goods  to  B.  to  be  sold,  and  the 
latter  rendered  an  account  which  was  accepted  by  the  former, 
and  on  the  face  of  which  were  certain  claims,  stated  to  be 
outstanding  in  favor  of  A.,  a  suit  cannot  afterwards  be  main- 
tained by  A.  against  B.  for  negligence,  in  not  having  col- 
lected such  outstanding  claims.     Mion  t.  Gilley,  6  M.  417. 


(g.)    Judicial  Admissions. 

1.  An  admission  contained  in  a  special  plea  or  answer 
upon  which  issue  is  taken,  cannot  be.  used  on  the  trial  as  a 
general  admission  of  a  material  fact  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
when  the  whole  complaint  has  been  denied  by  a  prior 
answer.  The  Troy  and  Rutland  JR.  R.  Co.  v.  Kerr,  17 
Barb.  581 ;  Ayres  v.  Covill,  18  Barb.  260. 

2.  After  a  demurrer  to  one  of  several  defences  contained 
in  an  answer  is  allowed,  such  defence  is  in  effect  struck  from 
the  record,  and  cannot  be  regarded  on  the  trial  as  an  admis- 
sion of  facts  by  the  defendant.  Matthews  v.  Beach,  4  Selden, 
(N.  Y.)  173. 

3.  An  agreement  of  facts  made  and  filed  in  a  cause  prior 
to  its  first  trial,  which,  after  judgment,  was  reversed  upon 
appeal,  is  competent  evidence  upon  a  second  trial,  under  a 
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iprooedendo,  as  an  admission  of  the  parties  to  the  facts  therein 
set  forth.    Merchants^  Banh  \.  Marine  Bank,  3  Gill,  96. 

4.  The  declarations  of  a  party  to  the  record,  or  one  identi- 
fied in  interest  with  him,  are,  as  a  general  rule,  admissible  in 
evidence  against  him,  whether  he  be  joined  with  other  parties 
or  not,  and  however  that  interest  may  appear.  Harvey  v. 
AndersoTh,  12  Geo.  69. 

6.  The  declarations  of  a  defendant  in  slander,  made  during 
negotiations  to  arbitrate,  are  not  evidence  in  his  favor. 
Smith  V.  Kerr,  1  Barb.  156. 

6.  Where  one,  through  a  mistake  of  law,  acknowledges 
himself  under  an  obligation  which  the  law  will  not  impose 
on  him,  he  is  not  bound  thereby.  Solomon,  v.  Solomon,  2 
Kelly,  18. 

1.  An  allegation,  in  the  answer  of  a  defendant  in  a  peti- 
tory action,  calling  a  third  person  in  warranty  and  disclaim- 
ing any  title  to  the  property  in  contest,  is  not  evidence,  as 
against  the  plaintiff,  of  possession  in  the  party  cited  in  war- 
ranty. To  enable  the  warrantor  to  avail  himself  of  any  legal 
rights  dependent  on  his  possession,  it  should  be  established 
affirmatively  as  a  substantive  fact.  Tulane  v.  Zevinson,  2 
An.  Y87. 

8.  "Where,  in  an  action  against  a  corporation,  the  tax- 
payers are  the  parties  to  be  affected,  they  will  not  be  held 
to  allegations  in  pleading  made  in  error  by  their  agents. 
Brown  v.  Police  Jury,  4  An.  180. 

9.  Though  the  adnfissions  of  a  party  to  the  record  are 
generally  receivable  in  evidence  against  him,  yet  where 
there  are  several  parties  on  the  same  side,  the  admissions  of 
one  are  not  admitted  to  affect  the  others,  who  may  happen 
to  be  joined  with  him,  unless  there  is  some  joint  interest  or 
privity  in  design  between  them.  Dan  et  al.  v.  Brown,  4 
Cowen,  483. 

10.  If  an  assignor  of  a  thing  in  action,  called  to  prove  the 
plaintiff's  title,  and  as  his  witness  in  the  cause,  is  made  the 
defendant's  witness  for  the  purpose  of  an  examination  on  his 
voir  dire,  and  testifies  to  facts  showing  the  plaintiff  to  be  the 
real  party  in  interest,  the  defendant  is  so  far  bound  by  his 
declarations  as  to  preclude  an  exception  to  his  admission  as  a 
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■witness,  althougli  some  circumstances  of  suspicion  may  attach 
to  the  assignment.    Briggs  v.  Evans,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  E.  192. 

11.  "Where  a  defendant  relies  upon  an  admission  in  a  bill 
in  equity,  he  must,  as  a  general  rule,  take  the  whole  of  such 
admission.    Stuart  v.  Kissam,  2  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  493. 

12.  Where  an  answer,  after  alleging  that  an  agreement 
set  up  in  a  complaint  was  "  incorrectly  stated,"  proceeded 
to  controvert  several  parts  of  it,  without  referring  to  other 
portions,  and  without  any  further  or  general  denial,  it  was 
held,  that  the  agreement,  except  those  parts  specifically 
denied,  was  admitted  in  the  pleadings.  Levy  v.  Bend,  1 
Smith's  0.  P.  E.  169. 

13.  An  admission  by  one  of  two  plaintiffs,  embodied  in  his 
agreement  with  a  third  party,  to  the  effect  that  the  note  now 
in  suit  was  void — ^held  admissible  in  favor  of  the  present 
defendant.    Pringle  v.  Chambers,  1  Abbott,  58. 

14.  Any  consent  given  or  admission  made  on  record,  by  a 
party  in  the  progress  of  a  suit,  from  which  his  adversary  may 
derive  any  legal  right,  cannot  be  withdrawn  without  the 
consent  of  the  latter,  who  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  its  fuU 
legal  effect.     Kohn  v.  Marsh,  3  E.  48. 

15.  Aliter,  where  such  consent  or  admission  confers  no 
right,  as  where  experts  have  been  appointed,  by  consent,  to 
ascertain  a  fact,  in  which  case  either  party  may  move  to  re- 
scind the  order,  or  it  may  be  done  by  the  court  ex  officio.  Ih. 

16.  After  a  demurrer  to  one  of  several  defences  contained 
in  an  answer  is  allowed,  such  defence  is  in  effect  struck  from 
the  record,  and  cannot  be  regarded  on  the  trial  as  an  admis- 
sion of  the  facts  by  the  defendant.  Matthews  v.  Beach,  4 
Selden,  (N.  T.)  473. 

17.  The  pleadings  and  acts  of  parties  in  judicial  proceed- 
ings are  admissible  in  evidence  in  actions  between  them  and 
third  persons,  and  will  be  considered  in  estimating  the  inten- 
tions of  the  respective  parties.  The  oral  testimony  taken  in 
su.ch  proceedings  cannot  be  considered  when  not  specially 
offered  in  the  lower  court  as  evidence  in  the  suit  pending ; 
but  the  documentary  evidence,  signed  by  the  parties,  will  be 
considered  by  the  appellate  court.  Erwin  v.  Bank  of  Ken- 
tueky,  5  An,  4. 
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18.  In  an  action  of  partition,  in  which  the  plaintiff  claims 
to  be  joint  owner  of  one-half  of  the  land,  the  joint  petition  of 
him  and  the  defendant  to  the  register  and  receiver  claiming 
the  same  land,  and  their  joint  answer  to  a  suit  against  them 
for  it,  are  admissible  in  evidence  to  show  the  respective 
rights  of  the  parties.    Michel  v.  Dmis,  12  Lou.  152. 

19.  A  party  will  not  be  permitted  to  deny  what  he  has 
solemnly  acknowledged  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  nor  to  shift 
his  position  at  will  to  a  contradictory  one  in  relation  to  the 
subject-matter  of  litigation  in  order  to  frustrate  and  de- 
feat the  action  of  the  law  upon  it.  Denton  v.  Erwm,  5 
An.  18. 

20.  The  declarations  of  a  party  to  the  record,  or  of  one 
identified  in  interest  with  him,  are,  as  against  such  party, 
admissible  in  evidence.    1  Greenleaf  Ev.  225. 

21.  Where  the  meaning  of  an  instrument  is  uncertain,  the 
record  of  another  suit,  by  a  different  plaintiff,  but  to  which 
the  defendant  was  a  party,  will  be  admissible  in  evidence, 
to  show,  by  the  acts  and  declarations  of  the  latter,  what  his 
understanding  of  the  instrument  was,  but  such  declarations 
will  not  be  absolutely  conclusive  of  the  rights  of  the  defen- 
dant ;  they  must  be  considered  simply  as  other  declarations. 
Wells  V.  Compton,  3  K.  171. 

22.  The  admissions  in  an  answer  must  be  taken  and  con- 
strued together.    Bryans  v.  Dunseth,  1  N.  S.  415. 

23.  A  party  cannot  assume  in  argument  positions  incon- 
sistent with  the  averments  of  his  own  pleadings.  Thus,  in  a 
suit  for  rescission,  the  plaintiff  cannot  contend  that  the  insti- 
tution of  his  suit  is  an  implied  acceptance  of  an  act  of  retro- 
cession by  the  defendant,  which  plaintiff  had  not  signed ;  for 
an  act  of  rescission  necessarily  supposes  a  contract  to  be  re- 
scinded, and  is  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of  a  retroces- 
sion. Municipality  Wo.  1  v.  Barnett,  13  Lou.  348 ;  Mor- 
rough  v.  Moss,  5  An.  602. 

24.  An  application  to  be  released  from  the  effect  of  a  judg- 
ment, on  account  of  some  act  of  plaintiff  since  the  judgment, 
is  not  an  acknowledgment  that  defendant  is  bound  by  the 
judgment.    Ahat  v.  Holmes,  8  IST.  S.  147. 

25.  The  allegations  of  a  former  writ,  in  which  the  present 
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defendant  had  recovered  judgment  as  a  plaintiff,  to  which 
suit  the  present  plaintiff  was  neither  party  nor  privy,  may  he 
used  as  evidence  of  admissions,  although  they  cannot  he  used 
as  an  estoppel.   Parsons  v.  Copeland,  33  Maine,  (3  Eed.)  370. 

26.  "Where  a  defendant  hy  his  answer  admits  the  case 
made  by  the  bill,  and  then  sets  up  some  new  and  indepen- 
dent matter,  by  way  of  avoidance,  the  answer  is  not  evidence 
in  support  of  such  new  matter,  which  must  be  proved.  Va/n 
DyJce  V.  Davis,  2  Mich.  145. 

27.  Admissions  made  before  an  arbitrator  are  receivable 
in  a  subsequent  trial  of  the  cause,  the  reference  having 
proved  ineffectual.  Slack  v.  Buchannam,  Peake  Add. 
Oas.  5. 

28.  A  party  cannot  complain  of  the  introduction  by  his 
adversary  of  his  own  letters  in  evidence  as  rebutting  testi- 
mony. They  are  the  best  evidence  which  can  be  offered 
against  him.    SMllmam,  v.  JLeverich,  11  Lou.  520. 

29.  An  admission  by  way  of  demurrer  to  a  plea  in  which 
the  facts  are  alleged,  is  just  as  available  as  though  admitted 
ore  tenus  before  the  jury.  Coffin  v.  Knott,  2  Greene,  (Iowa,) 
582. 

30.  A  motion  by  plaintiff  to  tax  the  defendant  with  the 
costs  of  a  survey,  subsequently  discovered  to  be  erroneous, 
will  not  be  considered  as  an  affirmance  of  the  survey  or  as 
binding  on  the  former.     Bach  v.  Slidell,  2  An.  628, 

31.  Evidence  of  declarations  of  counsel,  employed  by  the 
defendant  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  made  in  a  previous  suit, 
in  which  the  defendant  had  acted  only  as  the  agent  of  another 
party,  are  not  admissible  against  the  defendant.    Moffit  v. 

Wither^oon,  10  Ired.  185. 

32.  Parties  who  join  in  judicial  proceedings  are  held 
bound  by  their  joint  pleadings.  Succession  of  HilUgslerg,  5 
An.  118. 

33.  Where  one  of  the  defendants  in  a  suit  propounds  inter- 
rogatories to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs, 
for  the  purpose  of  gaining  time  on  their  behalf,  admits  the 
fact  sought  to  be  established  by  them,  this  admission  is 
evidence  against  the  plaintiffs,  and  cannot  be  recalled  ;  and 
the  defendant  may  avail  himself  of  it  in  the  execution  of  a 
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judgment  in  his  favor,  rendered  in  a  subsequent  suit.    Ship- 
man  V.  Haynes,  15  Lou.  363. 

34.  A  judicial  avowal  or  admission,  by  an  ancestor,  is  as 
binding  on  bis  heirs  as  it  was  on  himself.  Boatner  v.  Scott, 
1  E.  6^Q. 

35.  An  admission,  made  in  the  course  of  judicial  proceed- 
ings, cannot  be  retracted  to  the  prejudice  of  the  adverse 
party.    Ih. 

36.  If  courts  be  authorized  in  certain  cases  to  relieve  muni- 
cipal corporations    from  the    bad  pleading   or  ill-advised 

^  admissions  of  their  counsel,  the  necessity  for  such  interference 
must  be  apparent.  Livaudais  v.  Municipality  No.  2,  5 
An.  8. 

37.  The  rule  that  a  party,  wishing  to  avail  himself  of  the 
admissions  of  his  adversary,  cannot  divide  them,  but  must 
take  them  entire,  does  not  apply  to  admissions  in  the  plead- 
ings, but  only  to  answers  to  interrogatories,  (C.  P.  art.  366,  or 
to  judicial  confessions  made  according  to  art.  2,270  of  the  Civil 
Code.)  Diggs  v.  Parish,  18  Lou.  6 ;  Small  v.  Zacharie,  4 
E.  144. 

38.  The  record  of  a  former  suit,  brought  by  the  same  plain- 
tiff against  the  same  defendant,  is  admissible  in  favor  of  the 
latter,  as  proof  against  the  former,  of  the  facts  therein  alleged 
by  him,  although  the  first  suit  has  been  discontinued.  Bore 
V.  Quierry,  4  M.  545 ;  Barlow  v.  Bu^puy,  1  N.  S.  442 ;  Him- 
ter  V.  Smith,  5  N.  S.  178. 

39.  Evidence  of  an  admission  by  one  of  two  defendants, 
although  it  may  not  bind  another,  is  competent  evidence, 
and  the  question  of  its  effect  arises  only  when  a  charge  is 
necessary  or  requested.    Pahner  v.  Severance,  9  Ala.  751. 

40.  A  man's  own  allegations,  in  the  record  of  a  suit,  are 
the  highest  evidence  against  him;  their  effect  cannot  be 
destroyed  or  weakened  by  any  contradictory  evidence.  Dela- 
croix V.  Prevost,  6  M.  280. 

41.  Where  it  is  admitted  by  both  parties  that  certain  dis- 
positions and  provisions  of  a  will  are  illegal,  and  afford  suffix 
cient  grounds  to  annul  it,  no  other  defects  or  alleged  grounds 
of  nullity  will  be  decided  or  noticed.  Berna/rd  v.  Durocher, 
8  Lou.  233. 
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42.  A  purchaser  cannot  repudiate  the  title  by  which  he 
has  sold  to  his  vendee,  and  the  averment  in  a  petition  by 
him,  that  the  proceedings  were  null  under  which  the  title 
was  acquired,  cannot  avail  persons  who  were  not  parties  to 
them.    PouUney  v.  Cecil,  8  Lou.  423. 

43.  A  petition  addressed  by  a  wife  to  the  court  of  probate, 
with  the  authorization  of  her  husband,  accepting  the  succes- 
sion of  her  son,  may  be  given  in  evidence  to  repel  her  plea 
of  coverture,  when  sued  as  his  heir.  Flower  v.  0^  Connor,  8 
K  S.  555. 

44.  A  creditor's  withdrawal  from  court  of  money  deposited 
by  his  debtor,  as  being  all  he  owed,  is  no  acknowledgment 
that  nothing  more  was  due  him.  Forsyth  v.  Lacost,  2  Lou. 
321. 

45.  A  party  will  not  be  permitted  to  deny  what  he  has 
solemnly  acknowledged  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  Gridley 
V.  Conner,  4  An.  416. 

46.  Allegations  in  a  petition,  signed  by  one  as  the  attorney 
of  a  tliird  person,  inconsistent  with  claims  set  up  by  him  in 
an  action  in  his  own  name,  commenced  on  the  same  day, 
will  estop  him  from  recovering.    Farrar  v.  Stacy,  2  An.  210. 

47.  The  declarations  of  a  nominal  plaintiff  made  after  suit 
brought,  are  inadmissible  in  evidence  against  the  party  hav- 
ing the  beneficial  interest.     Sylces  v.  Lewis,  17  Ala.  261. 

48.  If  a  party,  or  his  counsel  in  his  defence,  makes  a  con- 
cession of  a  truth  within  the  knowledge  of  the  party,  which 
consists  of  an  assertion  pertinent  in  another  issue  with  an- 
other plaintiff,  the  record  of  the  first  suit,  as  introductory  to 
the  concession,  and  the  concession,  though  proved  by  parol, 
are  good  evidence  for  the  new  plaintiff.  Truly  v.  Seylert, 
12  Penn.  State  E.  (2  Jones,)  101. 


(h.)    Parties  to  Notes,  Deeds,  dbo. 

1.  Admissions  m  deeds  have  already  been  considered,  in 
regard  to  parties  and  privies,  between  whom  they  are  gene- 
rally conclusive ;  and  when  not  technically  so,  they  are  en- 
titled to  great  weight  from  the  solemnity  of  their  nature.    But 
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if  the  deed  has  not  been  delivered,  the  party  is  not  conclusiTely 
bound.    Hohinson  v.  Cushman,  2  Denio,  149. 

2.  Where  a  promissory  note  becomes  the  property  of  one 
not  a  party  to  it,  and  this  is  known  to  the  maker,  and  the 
holder  commences  an  action  upon  the  note  in  the  name  of  the 
payee,  the  maker  cannot  give  in  evidence  admissions  made 
by  the  payee  subsequent  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 
Hough  V.  Ba/rton,  20  Yt.  (5  Washb.)  455. 

3.  Where  the  holder  of  a  promissory  note  transferred  it  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  and-  without  any  express  contract 
of  warranty  or  guaranty,  and  the  purchaser  commenced  an 
action  upon  the  note  in  the  name  of  the  payee,  and  the 
maker,  on  trial,  conceded  his  original  and  continued  indebt- 
edness upon  the  note,  it  was  held,  that  the  vendor  was  a 
competent  witness  for  the  plaintiff.    Ih. 

4.  Declarations  of  the  vendor  of  personal  property,  made 
before  the  sale,  are  competent  evidence  against  his  vendee. 
Land  v.  Lee,  2  Eich.  168. 

5.  The  declarations  of  the  vendor,  assignor,  &c.,  of  per- 
sonal property,  made  after  the  execution  of  a  conveyance,  are 
not  admissible  either  to  support  or  to  overthrow  it.  Kittles 
V.  Kittles,  4  Eich.  422. 

6.  The  declarations  of  an  owner  of  land  must  be  prejudi- 
cial to  himself  at  the  time,  in  order  to  render  them  evidence 
against  his  grantee.    Middle  v.  Dixon,  2  Barr,  372. 

Y.  Declarations  made  by  the  seller  of  property,  before  the 
sale  and  while  in  his  possession,  in  disparagement  of  his 
title  thereto,  are  admissible  in  evidence.  Pa/rTcer  v.  Marston, 
34  Maine,  (4  Eed.)  386. 

8.  Oral  statements  and  admissions  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence against  the  party  making  them,  though  they  involve 
what  must  necessarily  be  contained  in  some  writing,  deed  or 
record.    Smith  v.  Palmer,  6  Gush.  513. 

9.  The  admissions  of  a  payee  of  a  negotiable  pj  omissory 
note,  not  over  due  when  negotiated,  cannot  be  received  in  an 
action  by  the  endorsee  against  the  maker  to  impeach  the 
consideration,  there  being  no  identity  of  interest  between 
him  and  the  plaintiff.    Bristol  v.  Ban,  12  Wend.  142. 

10.  The  conduct  and  declarations  of  both  parties  to  a  writ- 
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ten  instrument  may  be  admitted  to  prove  a  fraudulent  simu- 
lation.    Ray  Y.  Harris,  7  An.  138. 

11.  "Where  a  party  introduces  in  evidence  a  writing  as  an 
admission  of  the  adverse  party,  the  whole  becomes  evidence 
in  the  cause,  as  well  those  parts  which  are  in  favor  of  the 
party  making  the  admission,  as  those  which  are  against  him ; 
and  this  evidence  the  jury  are  to  consider,  giving  to  every 
part  and  the  whole  such  weight  and  effect  as  they  think  it 
entitled  to.    Bristol  v.  Warner,  19  Conn.  7. 

12.  Admissions  by  the  obligee  in  a  bond,  while  he  was 
the  owner  of  it,  that  it  was  given  for  an  illegal  consideration, 
are  competent  evidence  against  his  assignee.  Murray  v. 
Oliver,  18  Mis.  (3  Bennett,)  405. 

13.  If  evidence  of  his  admissions  is  rejected,  the  error  is 
not  cured  by  the  fact  that  the  obligee  is  afterwards  sworn  as 
a  witness  at  the  instance  of  the  party  offering  them.    Ih. 

14.  The  declarations  of  the  vendor  of  property,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  ownership  of  the  property,  the  possession  of  which 
he  holds  inconsistently  with  the  terms  of  the  deed,  are  ad- 
missible evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestae.  Aliter,  where 
his  possession  is  consistent  with  the  terms  of  the  deed. 
Trotter  v.  Watson,  6  Humph.  509. 

15.  Where  the  establishment  of  a  trust  has  been  proved 
by  other  parol  evidence,  the  declarations  of  the  party  creating 
it,  made  to  persons  other  than  the  trustee,  are  competent  evi- 
dence to  designate  the  cestui  que  trust.  Fritt  v.  Crotzer,  13 
Penn.  State  K.  (1  Harris,)  451. 

.16.  The  admissions  of  one  person  are  evidence  against 
another,  in  respect  of  privity  between  them.  The  term 
^ivity  denotes  mutual  or  successive  relationship  to  the 
same  rights  of  property;  and  privies  are  distributed  into 
several  classes,  according  to  the  manner  of  this  relationship. 
IGreenleafEv.  243. 

17.  The  statements  of  a  party  while  in  possession  of  land 
is  competent  evidence  to  show  the  manner  of  his  holding  and 
the  extent  of  his  claim.    Young  v.  Adams,  14  B.  Mon.  132. 

18.  Where  the  declarations  of  a  vendor  are  given  in  evi- 
dence against  him,  in  order  to  prove  representations  made 
by  him  at  the  sale,  it  is  competent  to  prove  every  thing  he 
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said  at  the  time  upon  the  subject,  but  not  what  he  said  sub- 
sequently.   Bradford  v.  Bush,  10  Ala.  386. 

19.  The  declarations  of  a  donojr,  who  had  the  right  to  dis- 
pose of  personal  property,  that  she  had  so  disposed  of  it  to 
the  donee,  are  admissible  as  evidence  in  support  of  his  title. 
Jones  Y.  Jones,  3  Strobh.  315. 

20.  Declarations,  made  by  the  grantor  in  a  deed  of  trust 
after  its  execution  in  support  of  the  deed,  are  admissible ; 
but  those  against  her  are  not.  MoLaughUn  v.  McLcmghUn, 
16  Mis.  (1  Bennett,)  242. 

21.  Admissions  of  an  assignor  of  property,  made  subse- 
quently to  the  assignment,  are  not  binding  upon  the  assignees.  ' 
Manna  v.  Curtis,  1  Barb.  Ch.  E.  263. 

22.  The  evidence  of  declarations  made  by  a  vendor  after 
a  sale,  out  of  the  presence  of  the  vendee,  in  reference  to 
the  title  of  the  thing  sold,  are  inadmissible.  Larh  v.  Lm- 
stead,  2  Md.  Ch.  Decis.  162. 

23.  Declarations  of  an  assignor,  made  after  the  assignment, 
are  not  admissible  to  affect  the  rights  of  the  assignee.  Scott 
V.  Eall,  6  B.  Mon.  285. 

24.  In  an  action  by  the  endorsee  of  a  bill  or  note  dishonored 
before  it  was  negotiated,  the  declarations  of  the  endorser, 
made  while  the  interest  was  in  him,  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence for  the  defendant.    Bail.  502,  603. 

25.  The  declarations  of  a  party  are  admissible  in  his  favor 
where  they  are  so  connected  with  some  material  act  as  to 
explain  or  qualify  it,  or  show  the  intent  with  which  it  was 
done.    Russell  v.  FrisUe,  19  Conn.  205. 

26.  The  acts  and  declarations  of  a  party  are  competent 
evidence  against  him,  when  they  afford  any  presumption 
against  him.    PJielan  v.  Bonham,  4  Eng.  389. 

2T.  The  declarations  of  a  donor,  made  subsequently  to  the 
execution  of  the  deed  of  gift,  are  not  admissible  to  prove  it 
fraudulent.    Strong  v.  Brewer,  17  Ala.  706. 

28.  The  vendee  may,  generally,  establish  the  sale,  by 
proof  of  the  acts  and  admissions  of  his  vendor.  Where  fraud 
is  suspected,  the  admissions  of  the  alleged  vendor  must  be 
received  with  caution,  but  cannot  be  absolutely  rejected. 
Planter^  Bank  v.  Crane^  2  E.  489. 
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29.  The  declarations  of  a  party  to  an  instrument,  made  sub- 
sequent to  its  execution,  are  not  admissible  to  prove  his  in- 
sanity, because  they  may  as  well  have  been  the  fruits  of  a 
well-conceived  deceit  as  of  a  vacant  mind.  Stewart  v.  Bed- 
ditt,  3  Md.  67. 

80.  The  declarations  of  a  party  to  an  instrument  made  sub- 
sequent to  its  execution  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  to  in- 
validate it  on  any  ground.    lb. 

31.  The  statements  of  the  grantor  in  a  deed  of  assignment, 
made  at  the  time  of  his  application  for  the  benefit  of  the  in- 
solvent laws,  and  after  the  execution  of  the  conveyances,  that 
he  was  to  have  the  property  reconveyed  to  him  upon  certain 
terms,  cannot,  standing  by  themselves,  be  used  to  defeat  or 
impair  the  title  of  the  grantee.  Glenn  v.  Chrover,  3  Md. 
212. 

32.  The  declarations  of  a  grantor,  made  whilst  in  posses- 
sion of  the  property,  but  subsequently  to  the  conveyance,  are 
admissible  against  his  grantee  so  far  only  as  they  are  ex- 
planatory of  the  character  of  his  possession.  They  cannot  be 
received  to  impeach  the  hona  fides  of  the  deed.  Price  v. 
Branch  Bank  at  Decatur,  17  Ala.  374. 

33.  Admissions  of  indebtedness,  made  by  a  debtor  in  a 
deed  of  trust  to  secure  the  creditor,  are  evidence  of  the  fact 
of  indebtedness,  against  one  who  was  not  at  that  time  creditor 
of  the  grantor.    Bubose  v.  Young,  14  Ala.  139. 

34.  The  declarations  of  a  vendor  of  land,  by  parol  contract, 
that  he  would  not  make  a  deed  until  his  vendee  had  paid  a 
specified  balance  of  purchase  money,  in  the  absence  of  pre- 
cise evidence  of  the  terms  of  the  contract,  is  evidence  for  the 
vendee  of  how  much  is  due  to  the  vendor.  Beed  v.  Beed, 
12  Penn.  State  E.  (2  Jones,)  117. 

36.  The  act  under  which  a  party  claims  is  evidence  against 
him,  not  only  as  to  its  particular  object,  but  also  as  to  all  re- 
citals which  have  reference  thereto.  St.  Maxeut  v.  Puche,  4 
M.  199. 

36.  Declarations  in  authentic  acts  bind  those  who  are  par- 
ties to  them,  and  third  persons  may  use  those  declarations  in 
evidence  against  the  parties.  Millomdon,  v.  Police  Jury^  8 
N.  S.  134. 

27 
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37.  A  recital  in  a  deed  will  not  operate  as  an  estoppel  or 
as  evidence  against  one  who  was  neither  a  party  to  the  deed 
nor  claims  under  a  party.  Randall  v.  Bank  of  Louisiana^ 
17  Lou.  273. 

38.  A  party  is  bound  by  the  admissions  of  those  under 
whom  he  claims,  where  he  does  not  charge  them  with  fraud 
or  collusion.    Leefe  v.  WaXkeT^  18  Lou.  1. 

39.  It  seems  that  the  declarations  of  a  patentee  are  not 
admissible  in  evidence  against  the  assignees  of  his  patent,  in 
a  suit  for  infringement  brought  against  them  by  a  prior  in- 
ventor.  Wilson  V.  Simpson,  9  How.  (U.  S.)  109. 

40.  The  statements  of  a  vendor,  after  he  has  conveyed  his 
title,  are  not  evidence  against  the  vendee.  Beall  v.  Barclay, 
10  B.  Mon.  261. 

41.  The  declaration  of  a  party  in  possession  of  land  and 
claiming  title,  respecting  the  boundary  of  his  lot,  is  ad- 
missible in  evidence,  not  only  against  him,  but  against 
them  who  hold  under  him.  Smith,  v.  Powers,  15  'N.  H. 
546. 

42.  The  admissions  by  the  assignor  of  a  chose  in  action, 
made  while  he  is  the  owner  thereof  and  before  assignment, 
are  evidence  against  his  assignee  and  all  claiming  under  him. 
Brown  V.  McGraw,  12  S.  &  M.  267.      ' 

43.  Declarations  made  by  a  vendor,  remaining  in  posses- 
sion of  slaves  aft.er  the  period  when,  by  the  ordinary  course 
of  trade,  they  should  have  passed  to  the  possession  of  the 
vendee,  are  admissible  in  evidence  against  the  vendee  on  the 
question  of  fraud.     Goodgame  v.  Cole,  12  Ala.  77. 

44.  Keceipts,  upon  the  faith  of  which  others  have  acted, 
cannot  be  gainsayed.  Union  Bank  v.  Solen,  2  Strobh. 
390. 

45.  Proof  of  the  admission  by  a  party  of  the  execution 
of  negotiable  fap&r,  or  proof  of  his  handwriting,  without 
producing  or  accounting  for  the  subscribing  witness,  has 
been  held  sufficient.    Savage  v.  De  Wolfe,  1  Blatch.  343. 

46.  If  an  instrument  was  executed  in  Cuba,  the  presump- 
tion of  law  is,  that  the  subscribing  witness  is  beyond  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  court  here.    Ih. 

47.  The  admissions  of  one  under  whom  plaintiff  claims 
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a  right,  made  before  he  parted  with  his  right,  are  competent 
evidence  against  the  plaintiff.  Jackson,  Cox  &  Co.  v.  Mollo- 
way,  14  B.  Mon.  137. 

48.  The  acts  and  admissions  of  an  assignor  of  personal 
property,  made  after  he  has  parted  with  his  interest  in  it,  are 
inadmissible  either  to  show  a  want  of  title  in  him,  or  to  affect 
the  quality  of  the  article,  or  to  impair  the  right  of  the  pur- 
chaser in  any  respect.  Many  v.  Jagger,  1  Blatch.  Ot.  Ct. 
372. 

49.  In  an  action  brought  by  the  assignee  of  a  bond  and 
mortgage  against  the  mortgagor,  the  latter  cannot  give  in 
evidence  the  declaration  of  the  mortgagee  to  show  that  it 
was  given  upon  a  usurious  loan.  Booth  v.  Swezey,  4  Selden, 
(N.  T.)  276. 

50.  The  ground  upon  which  admissions  bind  those  in  privity 
with  the  party  making  them,  is,  that  they  are  identilied  in 
interest,  and  of  course  the  rule  extends  no  further  than  this 
identity.     1  Greenleaf  Ev.  244. 

61.  "Where  the  fraudulent  representations  of  the  vendor  of 
land  are  set  up  in  the  defence  to  an  action  on  a  note  for  the 
purchase  money,  the  representations  made  by  the  vendor's 
agent  to  the  vendee  may  properly  be  given  in  evidence ;  but 
the  inducements  which  operated  on  the  mind  of  the  agent 
are  not  admissible.  Ham/matt  v.  Emerson,  21  Maine,  (14 
Shep.)  308. 

62.  If  a  note  were  endorsed  when  over  due,  so  that  the  en- 
dorsee is  in  privity  with  all  defences  existing  against  the  en- 
dorser, the  declarations  of  the  endorser  are  evidence.  Hatch 
V.  Dennis,  1  Fairf.  244. 

63.  An  admission  as  to  the  testator's  condition  by  one  de- 
visee, where  the  property  was  devised  to  them  "  to  divide 
equally  between  themselves,"  was  admitted.  Armstrong  et 
al.  V.  Farrar  et  al.,  8  Mis.  627. 

64.  The  declarations  of  a  party  are  not  admissible  to  in- 
validate or  impeach  the  conveyance  he  has  made,  as  such 
declarations  would  be  in  favor  of  his  interest.  Mines  c6 
Kellogg  v.  Soule,  14  Yt.  99. 

55.  Conversations  between  parties  at  the  time  of  making  a 
contract  are  competent  evidence  to  show  the  sense  which 


420  ADMISSIONS   AND   DECLAEATIONS. 

they  attach  to  a  particular  term  used  in  the  contract.     Grwy 
V.  Ha7'per,  1  Storj,  674. 

66.  Where  a  note,  payable  on  demand,  was  endorsed  and 
transferred  by  the  payee,  it  was  held,  that  the  declarations 
of  the  endorser,  prior  to  the  endorsement  of  the  note  and  in 
reference  to  it,  were  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  he  was  to  be  liable  without  demand  and  notice,  especially 
when  connected  with  subsequent  conduct  and  declarations 
having  the  same  tendency.  FuUerton  v.  Bundlett,  27  Maine, 
(14  Shep.)  31. 


(i.)    Pa/rt  of  the  lies  Gestm. 

1.  The  declarations  of  one  who  had  been  an  agent  to  make 
a  contract,  after  he  had  made  it,  though  he  was  still  agent  to 
make  like  contracts  for  the  same  party,  were  held  inadmissi- 
ble to  affect  his  principal  in  respect  to  the  terms  or  construction 
of  the  former  contract,  for  such  was  not  part  of  the  res  gestae. 
Haven  v.  Brown,  7  Greenleaf,  421. 

2.  The  declarations  of  an  agent,  that  he  had  given  license 
to  enter  and  cut  timber,  are  not  admissible  against  his  princi- 
pal, being  an  admission  of  what  was  past.  HuVbwrd  v.  El- 
mer, 7  "Wend.  446,  448. 

3.  In  an  action  of  trover  for  goods  alleged  to  be  the  prop- 
erty of  a  principal,  taken  in  execution  for  the  debt  of  an 
agent,  a  correspondence  tending  to  show  that  such  goods 
were  the  lona  fide  property  of  the  principal,  is  admissible 
in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestm.  Newman  v.  Bean,  1 
Foster,  (N.  H.)  93. 

4.  Where  it  is  sought  to  prove  a  certain  agreement  as  to 
the  fitting  out  of  a  vessel,  conversations  between  the  part- 
owners  about  the  fitting  out  may  be  admitted  to  prove  the 
contract  by  the  testimony  of  third  persons,  as  part  of  the  res 
gestm.    Macy  y.  Be  Wolf,  3  W.  «fe  M.  193. 

5.  The  statements  of  a  party's  agent  are  not  admissible  for 
Mm,  unless  a  part  of  the  res  gestae.    Thus,  the  letters  of  an 
agent,  giving  his  principal  an  account  of  what  had  taken  place 
in  respect  to  the  mattera  of  his  agency,  are  inadmissible  for  his 
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principal,  even  after  the  agent's  death.    Norton^s  Adrrir  v. 
Smith,  4  Monroe,  314. 

6.  Where  the  party's  declarations  are  a  part  of  the  res 
gestae,  they  are  evidence  for  him.  Smith  v.  Morrow,  7  Mon- 
roe, 234. 

7.  The  declarations  of  a  party,  made  immediately  after  a 
transaction,  in  the  absence  of  the  other  party,  are  not  admis- 
sible in  evidence  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestm.  Smith  v.  Webb, 
1  Barb.  230. 

8.  The  declarations  of  the  holder  of  a  chose  in  action  are 
not  evidence  against  a  subsequent  holder  for  value.    Ih. 

9.  It  makes  no  difference  that  the  prior  holder  is  dead. 
II. 

10.  The  declarations  of  third  persons  are  not  admissible  in 
evidence  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestcB,  unless  they  in  some  way 
elucidate  or  tend  to  give  a  character  to  the  act  which  they 
accompany,  or  may  derive  a  degree  of  credit  from  the  fact 
itself.  If  they  can  have  no  effect  upon  the  act  done,  and 
derive  no  credit  from  it,  but  depend  for  their  effect  entirely 
upon  the  credit  of  the  party  who  makes  them,  they  are  not 
admissible  mer-ely  because  they  may  have  some  connection 
with*the  act,  or  relate  to  it.    Woods  v.  Banks,  14  IST.  H.  101. 

11.  Declarations  of  a  donor  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of 
slaves,  that  they  were  delivered  to  the  trustee  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  a  deed,  are  admissible  as  part  of  the  res 
gestm.    Sale  v.  Stone,  14  Ala.  803. 

12.  Declarations,  to  be  admitted  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestw, 
must  have  been  made  at  the  time  of  the  act  which  they  are 
introduced  to  explain,  and  must  be  calculated  to  show  the 
nature  of  that  act,  and  be  in  harmony  with  it.  Carter  v. 
Buchannon,  3  Kelly,  513. 

13.  Statements  made  by  a  third  person  in  the  presence  of 
a  party,  and  not  contradicted,  are  admitted  with  extreme 
caution,  and  only  when  it  is  proved  that  the  party  assented 
to  them  expressly,  or  by  his  silence.    Ih. 

14.  Res  gestcB  are  the  circumstances,  facts  and  declarations 
which  grow  out  of  the  main  fact,  are  contemporaneous  with 
it,  and  serve  to  illustrate  its  character.    Ih. 

15.  Declarations  of  a  donor  in  respect  to  the  gift,  made  on 
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the  same  day  with  the  gift,  though  not  until  afterwards,  are 
not  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestae.    Ih. 

16.  Statements  made  by  the  vendor  of  property,  after  he 
has  parted  with  the  possession,  in  respect  to  the  title  of  such 
property,  are  not  admissible  as  evidence  in  a  case  between 
other  persons  respecting  the  property,     ll. 

17.  Where  an  act  of  a  party  is  admissible  in  evidence,  his 
declarations  at  the  time,  explanatory  of  that  actj  are  also  ad- 
missible as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae.  Wetmore  v.  Mell,  1 
Ohio,  26. 

18.  It  is  only  the  intention  of  a  party  declared  at  the  time 
of  a  transaction,  which,  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestm,  can  be 
received  in  evidence  to  affect  the  rights  of  others  or  explain 
the  transaction  itself    Dawson  v.  Hall,  2  Mich.  (Gibbs,)  390. 

19.  What  is  said  by  one  in  the  possession  of  land,  at  the 
time  of  paying  rent  therefor,  relating  to  or  explanatory  of 
such  payment,  is  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae.  Bigg 
V.  Gooh,  4  Gilm.  336. 

20.  The  declarations  of  a  sheriff,  which  are  a  part  of  the 
res  gestae  complained  of,  are  admissible  in  evidence  against 
his  sureties.     Cashy  v.  Hamiland,  13  Ala.  314. 

21.  The  statements  made  by  a  mandatory,  at  the  time*  of  a 
demand  and  refusal  to  deliver  the  property,  in  which  he 
gives  an  account  of  the  loss  by  accident  or  theft,  with  the  atten- 
dant circumstances,  are  part  of  the  res  gestae,  and  admissible 
as  evidence  in  his  favor.     Zanvpley  v.  Scott,  24  Mis.  528. 

22.  In  an  action  against  stage-coach  proprietors  for  aiding 
in  the  escape  of  the  plaintiff's  slave,  the  declarations  of  the 
master,  made  at  the  time,  were  admitted  as  a  part  of  the  res 
gesiw,  to  show  why  he  was  at  a  certain  place,  and  to  connect 
his  acts  there  with  the  case.    Redden  v.  Spruance,  4  Harringt. 

23.  Declarations  of  the  principal  are  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence in  an  action  against  his  surety  upon  his  collateral 
undertaking,  unless  made  during  the  transaiction,  so  as  to 
become  a  part  of  the  r^  gestae.  Snell  v.  Allen,  1  Swan, 
(Tenn.)  208. 

24.  Declarations  of  a  party,  made  before  the  dispute  arose, 
in  connection  with  acts,  may  be  competent  evidence  for  him, 


PAET   OF  THE   EES    GEST^.  423 

as  tending  to  show  what  intentions  then  existed.    Movey  v. 
Stevens,  1  "W".  &  M.  290 ;  Jones  v.  Brownfield,  2  Barr,  55. 

25.  Statements  of  persons  not  parties  to  the  suit,  when 
they  constitute  parts  of  the  res  gestae,  are  evidence,  though 
not  made  in  the  presence  of  the  party  to  be  affected  by  them. 
Stovall  V.  Farmers^  and  Mechanics''  Bank,  8  S.  &  M.  305. 

26.  The  declarations  of  a  person  made  while  in  the  act  of 
removing  from  one  town  to  another,  showing  the  intent  with 
which  the  removal  is  made,  whether  for  permanent  or  tem- 
porary residence,  are  competent  evidence  as  part  of  the  res 
gestae.     Corinth  v.  Lincoln,  34  Maine,  (4  Eed.)  310. 

27.  The  declarations  of  a  third  person,  whilst  in  the  posses- 
sion of  property,  explanatory  of  the  nature  of  the  possession, 
are  admissible  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestae.  Perry 
V.  Oraham,  18  Ala.  822, 

28.  The  declarations  of  a  party,  when  in  possession  of  land 
or  chattels,  when  part  of  the  res  gestae,  are  admissible  to  show 
the  nature  of  his  possession,  as  whether  he  held  under  a  claim 
of  his  own,  or  under  another,  or  jointly  with  another.  Da/r- 
Ung  V.  Bryant,  17  Ala.  10. 

29.  In  an  action  for  breach  of  a  marriage  promise,  the 
defendant  may  show  by  a  third  person,  in  order  to  mitigate 
damages,  that  his  father  declared  to  him  his  dislike  of  the 
match,  on  account  of  the  plaintiff's  bad  character.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  father  was  an  incompetent  witness,  haying 
employed  the  defendant's  attorney.  Irving  v.  Greenwood,  1 
Carr.  &  Payne,  350. 

30.  Declarations  of  a  party,  made  after  he  had  signed  a 
bond,  that  he  signed  it  with  the  understanding  that  another 
person  was  to  sign  it  as  security,  are  not  admissible  as  part 
of  the  res  gestae.    Miller  v.  The  State,  8  Gill,  141. 

31.  In  a  writ  of  entry  against  a  grantee  of  S.,  which  grantee 
had  notice  of  a  prior  deed  from  S.,  under  which  the  demand- 
ant claimed,  it  was  alleged  that  S.  had  fraudulently  obtained 
and  suppressed  the  first  deed ;  and  to  show  this,  it  was  in 
proof  that  he  obtained  access  to  the  desk  of  the  first  grantee, 
under  pretence  of  searching  for  other  papers.  Held,  that 
his  declarations,  while  at  the  desk,  going  to  identify  the  deed 
as  one  of  the  papers  which  he  took  away,  and  to  show  its  con- 
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tents,  were '  admissible  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestcB 
against  the  tenant.    Davis  v.  Spooner,  3  Pick.  284. 

32.  In  an  action  against  a  surety  on  a  bond  for  money,  he 
insisted  that  he  was  discharged  by  the  plaintiff's  laches. 
The  plaintiff,  to  show  that  the  surety  was  indemnified,  offered 
to  prove  that  his  principal  had  delivered  a  note  to  a  witness, 
telling  Mm  it  was  for  his  surety,  and  that  it  was  to  secure 
him,  and  that  the  note  was  delivered  to  the  surety,  who  col- 
lected it.  The  declarations  of  the  principal  were  holden  ad- 
missible in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestw.  Deardorf  v. 
Hildebrand,  2  Eawle,  226. 

33.  In  an  action  against  the  defendant  and  his  wife  for  the 
act  of  the  latter  in  dissuading  the  plaintiff's  wife  to  live  with 
him,  declarations  made  by  the  defendant's  wife,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  plaintiff's,  having  a  tendency  to  such  dissuasion, 
are  admissible  against  the  defendants.  ParTc  v.  Hojakins  et 
ux.,  2  Bail.  408. 

34.  The  declaration  of  a  party,  while  in  possession  of  a 
slave,  "  that  she  was  his  negro,  and  that  he  intended  to  keep 
her,"  is .  admissible  in  evidence,  as  part  of  the  res  gestm,  to 
prove  the  character  of  his  possession.  Nelson  v.  Iverson,  19 
Ala.  95. 

35.  The  statement  of  a  witness,  that  a  person  was  in  the 
habit  of  exercising  control  over  a  slave,  is  admissible.  If 
the  expression  is  objectionable,  as  being  too  general  and  in- 
definite, the  opposite  party  should  require  an  explanation  of 
it  from  the  witness.     Ih. 

36.  The  declarations  of  the  mother  of  an  infant,  while  she 
has  the  possession  of  a  slave,  which  she  holds  as  guardian  or 
bailee  for  her  infant  son,  cannot  be  received  in  evidence  to 
defeat  his  rights.  Yet  if  she  claims  the  slave  as  his  property, 
asserting  his  title  in  an  open,  notorious  manner,  as  adverse 
to  the  claim  of  every  one  else,  it  would  be  admissible  to  prove, 
by  her  acts  and  declarations  contemporaneous  with  her  pos- 
session, and  tending  to  show  its  character,  that  she  held  the 
slave  as  the  property  of  another,  and  not  for  her  son.     Ih. 

37.  "Where,  in  a  suit  on  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  a  ship, 
it  becomes  material  to  inquire  what  instructions  the  plaintiff 
gave  to  the  master,  he  may  give  his  own  written  instructions 
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in  evidence  to  limit  the  power  of  the  master.    Story  v.  Stret- 
tell,  1  Dall.  10. 

38.  In  a  mercantile  dispute,  the  plaintiffs  were  allowed  to 
prove  a  letter  of  instructions  which  they  had  written  to  the 
master  of  the  vessel  in  respect  to  which  the  controversy  arose. 
It  does  not  appear  on  what  ground  the  letter  was  received. 
The  plaintiffs'  counsel  put  it  on  the  ground  that  it  was  writ- 
ten before  the  controversy  arose.  Most  likely  it  related  to 
the  powers  of  the  master  derived  from  the  plaintiffs,  in  respect 
to  the  matter  in  litigation,  and  so  a  part  of  the  res  gestw. 
M'' Clenachan  v.  M^Carty,  2  Dall.  51. 

39.  Trover  for  wool,  yarn  and  hocking.  The  defendant,  as 
deputy  sheriff,  seized  it  under  an  execution  against  S.  as  his 
property.  The  plaintiff  had  delivered  wool  to  S.  to  be  man- 
ufactured ;  and,  before  the  seizure,  on  inquiring  of  S.  at  his 
factory  as  to  his  progress,  S.  showed  the  plaintiff  the  wool, 
yam  and  becking,  which  he  said  were  the  plaintiff's,  who  then 
examined  them.  S.  afterwards  absconded,  and  the  goods  were 
seized.  These  declarations  of  S.  were  offered  in  evidence, 
and  held  admissible.  Per  cur.  As  a  mere  declaration,  this 
is  not  evidence  ;  for  though  S.  is  out  of  the  country,  his  say- 
ings should  be  rejected  as  hearsay.  It  is  a  difficult  case  of 
the  res  gestce.  The  property  was  in  possession  of  S.,  and  diffi- 
cult to  be  distinguished  from  other  property  of  the  same  kind, 
also  in  his  possession.  If  the  saying  had  been  without  the 
parties  being  engaged  in  any  act,  it  would  have  been  mere 
hearsay.  But  here  was  an  act.  It  was  like  labelling  the 
goods  with  the  owner's  name.  Showing  the  property  to  the 
plaintiff  as  his  wool,  on  his  going  and  inquiring,  in  different 
stages  of  process,  was  an  act  or  transaction,  and  is  like  an 
actual  separation  from  the  common  mass.  Pool  v.  Bridges, 
4  Pick  378. 

40.  The  declarations  of  a  bankrupt  as  to  the  state  of  his 
affairs,  and  letters  received  from  his  correspondents  refusing 
to  loan  him  money,  are  receivable  in  evidence,  in  an  action 
between  third  persons,  to  show  the  state  of  his  affairs  at  the 
time.     Tacher  v.  Cocks,  1  Mood.  &  Malk.  353. 

41.  In  an  action  for  breach  of  warranty  of  the  soundness 
of  a  slave,  his  declarations  that  he  had  a  pain  in  the  side,  by 
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which  the   disease  was  detected,  were  holden  admissible 
against  the  defendant.     Orey  v.  Young,  4  M'Cord,  38. 

42.  In  a  case  of  fraudulent  combination  to  extort  money 
by  C,  T.,  H.  and  others,  which  probably  continued  on  foot 
down  to  the  time  of  the  trial,  held,  that  the  declarations  of 
one,  being  part  of  the  res  gestm,  were  admissible  to  affect  the 
others,    Apthorpe  v.  Comstoch,  2  Paige,  482. 

43.  The  plaintiff,  C,  holding  a  bill  of  sale  of  personal 
property,  subject  to  the  levy  of  an  execution,  the  debtors  in 
the  execution,  who  had  given  the  bill  of  sale  to  the  plaintiff, 
conspired  with  M.  to  procure  a  sheriff's  sale,  in  the  plaintiff's 
absence,  so  as  to  prevent  his  redeeming  the  property ;  and 
it  was  sold  at  auction  to  M.  In  trover  by  0.  against  certain 
persons  who  claimed  title  through  M.,  the  declarations  of  one 
of  the  debtors  and  M.,  made  about  the  time  of  the  auction, 
were  held  admissible  against  the  defendants,  as  a  part  of  the 
res  gestcB.     Crary  v.  Sprague,  12  "Wend.  41. 

44.  To  be  a  part  of  the  res  gestos,  the  declarations  must 
have  been  made  at  the  time  of  the  act  done  which  they  are 
supposed  to  characterize,  and  well  calculated  to  unfold  the 
nature  and  quality  of  the  facts  they  were  intended  to  ex- 
plain, and  so  to  harmonize  with  them  as  obviously  to  consti- 
tute one  transaction.    Enos  v.  Tuttle,  3  Conn.  250. 

45.  The  declarations  of  a  party  in  possession  are  admissi- 
ble as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae  to  prove  the  character  of  his 
possession,  as  that  he  claims  the  property  as  his  own,  or  holds 
it  in  subordination  to  the  claim  of  another,  but  not  to  show 
that  he  had -not  given  it  to  a  third  person,  or  that  what  he 
said  about  such  gift  was  in  jest,  or  that  he  only  loaned  it. 
Nelson  v.  Iverson,  IT  Ala.  216. 

46.  Declarations  of  persons  in  possession  of  property  can 
only  be  given  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestae,  or  in  re- 
spect of  their  interest  in  the  subject-matter.  Degraffenaied 
V.  Thomas,  14  Ala.  681. 

47.  The  declarations  of  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  suit, 
made  at  the  time  of  performing  an  act,  and  explaining  the 
act,  is  admissible  evidence,  though  it  refer  to  the  past.  Stewart 
V.  Hanson,  35  Maine,  (5  Eed.)  506. 

48.  The  declarations  of  parties,  at  the  time  of  a  transaction, 
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are  usually  received  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestos.  But 
the  declarations  of  one  of  the  parties,  at  another  time,  and 
particularly  in  the  absence  of  the  otter,  are  inadmissible. 
Ogden  v.  Peters,  16  Barb.  560. 

49.  The  declarations  of  one  who  is  in  possession  of  property, 
either  real  or  personal,  explanatory  of  his  possession,  are  ad- 
missible evidence  as  part  of  the  Tes  gestce.  Fontmne  v.  Beers, 
19  Ala.  722. 

50.  The  declaration  of  a  vendor,  who  retains  possession  of 
the  chattel  after  the  sale,  that  he  is  the  owner  of  it,  is  explana- 
tory of  his  possession,  and  admissible  in  evidence  as  a  part 
of  the  res  gestce.    MoUey  v.  Bilberry,  17  Ala.  428. 

51.  The  declarations  of  a  party  are  not  evidence  for  him- 
self, unless  they  constitute  a  part  of  the  res  gestae.  Martm 
V.  Williams,  18  Ala.  190. 

52.  Where  the  acts  of  parties  to  a  transaction  are  evidence 
against  third  persons,  their  declarations,  if  they  are  so  insepa- 
rably connected  with  the  acts  as  to  constitute  a  part  of  the 
res  gestae,  are  also  admissible.  Robertson  v.  Smith,  18  Ala. 
220. 

53.  The  declarations  of  a  party  in  possession  of  property, 
explanatory  of  the  contract  under  which  he  acquired  it,  do 
not  constitute  a  part  of  the  res  gestce,  and  are  consequently 
inadmissible  as  evidence  for  him.  Thorwpson  v.  Mawhinney, 
17  Ala.  362. 

64.  Declarations  of  a  party  paying  money,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  the  application  or  appropriation  of  the  money 
paid,  are  admissible,  and  when  made  at  the  time  of  payment, 
they  become  part  of  the  res  gestce,  and  are  admissible  in 
evidence  as  such.  Banh  of  Woodstoch  v.  Clark,  25  Yt.  (2 
Deane,)  308. 

55.  To  make  the  declarations  of  a  party  evidence  in  his 
favor  as  a  part  of  the  o-es  gestce,  they  must  be  connected  with 
the  material  fact  or  inquiry  involved  in  the  issue.  Tomkies 
V.  Beynolds,  17  Ala.  109. 

66.  Wliere  the  plaintiff  relies  upon  proof  that  the  defen- 
dant requested  an  enrolment  of  a  vessel  to  be  made  in  a 
certain  way,  without  declaring  at  the  time  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  to  be  so  enrolled,  the  declarations  of  the  defend- 
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ant  as  to  the  purpose,  made  preliminary  to  his  request  and 
an  hour  or  two  previous,  are  competent  testimony  in  his  be- 
half, as  part  of  the  res  gestae.  /Srmtk  v.  Smith,  1  Sandf.  Sup. 
Ct.  206. 

■■  57.  The  declaration  of  a  person  who  is  wounded  and 
bleeding,  that  the  defendant  has  stabbed  her,  made  imme- 
diately after  the  occurrence,  though  with  such  an  interval  of 
time  as  to  allow  her  to  go  from  her  own  room  up  stairs 
into  another  room,  is  admissible  in  evidence,  after  her  death, 
as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae.  The  Oonrnionwealth  v.  M^Pihe, 
3  Gush.  181. 

68.  Declarations  inseparably  connected  with  material  acts, 
which  they  serve  to  elucidate  and  explain,  are  admissible 
evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestae.  Hooper  v.  Edwards,  20 
Ala.  628. 

69.  The  plaintiff  sued  out  a  foreign  attachment  against  B., 
summoning  the  defendant  as  garnishee.  The  summons  was 
served  in  Nov.,  1828.  On  the  21st  of  the  previous  July,  the 
garnishee  had  30  bbls.  of  B.'s  gin  in  his  hands,  which,  by 
letter  of  that  date,  he  was  directed  by  B.  to  hold,  with  the 
proceeds  of  that  sold,  if  any,  subject  to  the  order  of  G. ;  and 
by  letter  of  the  August  following,  the  garnishee  had  acknowl- 
edged that  he  held  the  gin  and  proceeds  on  account  of  G. 
These  letters  were  at  first  excluded  as  not  being  evidence  for 
the  garnishee,  under  the  notion  that  they  were  naked  decla- 
rations ;  but  on  appeal,  the  Supreme  Court  held  them  clearly 
admissible,  as  evidence  of  the  agreement  by  which  the  gin 
was  transferred  to  G.     Cox  v.  Gordon,  2  Dev.  522. 

60.  The  holder  of  a  check  went  into  the  bank,  and  whfen 
he  came  out  said  he  had  demanded  its  payment.  This  decla- 
ration was  held  inadmissible  to  prove  a  demand,  as  being  no 
part  of  the  res  gestae.  The  demand  was  the  fact  to  be  proved. 
Brown  V.  Lush,  4  Terg.  210. 

61.  On  a  question  whether  the  plaintiff,  who  exchanged 
his  horse  for  a  horse  of  A.,  who  purchased  of  B.,  an  insolvent, 
to  defraud  the  creditors  of  the  latter,  had  knowledge  of  the 
fraud  at  the  time  of  the  exchange,  proof  of  B.'s  declarations, 
made  before  he  failed  and  before  the  sale  to  A.,  that  B.  and 
A.  were  anxious  to  procure  the  plaintiff's  horse,  was  held 


PAET   OF   THE   EES   GESTiE.  429 

admissible  for  the  plaintiff;  and  that  this  might  be  proved, 
either  by  B.  himself  or  any  other  person  who  heard  it.  Bice 
v.  Bancroft,  11  Pick.  469. 

62.  Case  for  obstructing  a  stream  running  through  the  de- 
fendant's land  to  an  ancient  mill  of  the  plaintiff.  The  plain- 
tiff claimed  the  mill,  and  exclusive  use  of  the  stream,  under 
W.,  and  the  defendant  claimed  a  few  acres  on  the  stream 
above,  from  A.,  who  claimed  under  the  same  "W.  After  "W". 
had  sold  the  land  to  A.,  and  while  A.  was  in  possession,  "W". 
claimed  that  all  the  water  of  the  stream  belonged  to  the 
mill,  and  forbid  A.  to  divert  any  part.  This  was  offered  as 
evidence  against  the  defendant,  and  held  admissible.  Strich- 
ler  V.  Todd,  10  Serg.  &  Eawle,  63. 

63.  In  a  settlement  cause,  on  a  question  whether  0.,  the 
grandfather,  had  made  a  gift  of  Bess,  a  slave,  to  his  grand- 
daughter, it  was  proved  by  the  defendants  that  he  requested 
her  to  be  brought  up  so  as  to  be  useful  to  his  grand-daughter 
when  married,  to  whom  he  intended  to  give  Bess,  and  that 
F.,  who  married  the  grand-daughter,  came  and  took  Bess, 
saying  she  had  been  given  to  his  wife  by  her  grandfather. 
Held  admissible,  as  part  of  the  res  gestm.  The  court  said 
the  chaiige  of  possession  was  established.  The  declarations 
of  the  parties  went  to  show  the  intent  with  which  that  change 
was  made.  This  is  not  within  the  notion  of  hearsay  evidence. 
Milford  V.  Bellingham,  16  Mass.  108. 

64.  A  husband,  in  defending  an  action  against  him  for  the 
board,  &c.,  of  his  wife,  may  show  her  declaration,  confessing 
adultery,  made  immediately  before  he  turned  her  off,  and 
also  letters  from  men  found  about  that  time  in  her  desk. 
Walton  V.  Oreene,  1  Carr.  &  Payne,  621. 

65.  Conversations  at  the  time  of  a  transaction  are  a  part 
of  the  res  gestae,  and  may  be  proved.  Boch  v.  Howell,  6 
Watts  &  Serg.  3.50. 

66.  Bes  gestae,  of  which  declarations  may  constitute  a  part, 
are  such  transactions  only  as  the  parties  were  connected 
with,  while  the  negotiation  between  them  was  incomplete. 
Wilson  V.  Sherlock,  36  Maine,  (1  Heath,)  295. 

67.  Declarations  of  a  third  person  accompanying  an  act, 
and  exhibiting  the  reason  or  purpose  of  the  act,  become  a 
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part  of  it,  and,  as  such,  may  be  introduced  in  evidence. 
Stewart  v.  Manson,  35  Maine,  (5  Eed.)  606. 

68.  Admissions  or  declarations  of  agents,  unless  they  are 
a  part  of  the  res  gestae,  are  not  admissible  as  evidence  any 
more  than  those  of  total  strangers.  Fogg  v.  Child,  13  Barb. 
246. 

69.  To  be  a  part  of  the  res  gestm,  they  must  be  made 
during  the  negotiation  or  progress  of  the  business,  and 
within  the  scope  and  bounds  of  the  agent's  authority,  and  be 
of  such  a  nature  as  to  give  character  to  the  acts.     Ih. 

70.  The  acts  and  declarations  of  a  testator  in  regard  to  the 
ownership  of  property  are  admissible  ih  evidence  as  part  of 
the  res  gestae.    Smith  v.  Morgan,  8  Gill,  133. 

71.  In  assumpsit  by  the  owner  of  a  slave  to  recover  money 
which  his  slave  had  paid  to  defendant  on  being  detected  in 
stealing  goods  from  his  store,  the  slave's  confession,  made  at 
the  time  of  the  payment,  that  he  had  stolen  other  goods  from 
the  defendant  equal  in  value  to  the  money  paid,  is  admissi- 
ble evidence  for  the  defendant,  as  part  of  the  res  gestm,  to 
show  the  character  of  the  payment  and  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  made.    Jones  v.  Nirdlinger,  20  Ala.  488. 


(j.)     Of  Parties  in  Suit. 

1.  Where  several  parties  defendant  to  a  suit  have  a  joint 
interest  in  the  subject-matter,  an  admission  made  by  one  is 
evidence  against  all.    Irly  v.  Brigham,  9  Humph.  750. 

2.  In  a  suit  against  two,  the  admissions  of  one  defendant 
are  competent  testimony.  If  the  co-defendant  desires  to 
avoid  the  effect  which  such  admissions  may  have  upon  him,  he 
should  ask  a  charge  of  the  court.    Falhner  v.  Leith,  1 5  Ala.  9. 

3.  Evidence  of  the  acts  or  acknowledgments  of  a  nominal 
party  to  a  suit  are  not  admissible,  as  they  could  not  bind  the 
plaintiffs.    Bissell  v.  Erwin,  15  Lou.  94. 

4.  An  admission  of  a  fact,  made  by  a  party  to  a  suit,  is 
evidence  against  him,  although  it  was  made  by  him  in  a 
conversation  respecting  a  compromise  of  the  suit.  Marvin 
v.  Richmond,  3  Denio,  58. 


OF  PAETIES  IN   SUIT.  431 

5.  Declarations  of  a  plaintiff  in  trespass,  made  in  relation 
to  his  title  after  the  trespass  complained  of,  are  not  compe- 
tent evidence  in  his  favor.     Cox  v.  Easley,  11  Ala.  362. 

6.  Neither  is  the  act  of  the  sheriff,  in  omitting  to  make 
sale  of  the  property  as  that  of  a  third  person,  evidence,  when 
induced  by  such  declarations  of  the  plaintiff  after  the  tres- 
pass.   Ih. 

7.  Wlien  the  admissions  of  a  party  are  given  in  evidence 
in  the  course  of  a  trial,  the  whole  declaration  of  a  party, 
made  at  one  time,  as  well  that  in  his  favor  as  that  which  is 
against  him,  must  be  received  and  weighed ;  but  the  jury 
are  at  liberty  to  believe  one  portion  and  disbelieve  the  other, 
as  they  may  in  the  case  of  any  other  species  of  evidence. 
Mattocks  V.  Lyman,  18  Yt.  (3  Washb.)  98 ;  Wilson  v.  Cal- 
vert, 8  Ala.  75T. 

8.  Where  the  plea  asserts  that  the  interest  in  the  suit  is  in 
a  stranger  to  the  record,  and  sets  up  a  set-off  against  him, 
his  declarations  that  the  interest  still  continues,  and  that  the 
debt  was  put  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  of  record,  to  get  it 
beyond  the  reach  of  creditoi-s,  are  admissible,  though  made 
during  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  it  being  shown,  by  other 
evidence,  that  he  is  the  party  in  interest.  Bowen  v.  Snell, 
11  Ala.  379. 

9.  The  admissions  of  a  plaintiff  of  record,  in  an  action  on 
a  note,  who  is  a  mere  trustee  for  a  third  person,  are  not  com 
petent  evidence  for  the  defendant.    Sargeant  v.  Sargeant,  18 
Yt.  (3  Washb.)  371. 

10.  The  declarations  of  the  defendant  in  executions  are 
not  admissible  in  favor  of  a  claimant  of  the  property  levied 
on,  nor  in  his  own  behalf,  unless  they  form  a  part  of  a  con- 
versation proven  by  the  plaintiff  in.  execution.  They  are 
admissible  iji  favor  of  the  plaintiff  in  execution.  Brown  v. 
Upton,  12  Geo.  505. 

11.  The  declarations  of  a  party  to  the  record  are  admis- 
sible in  evidence  against  him,  whether  he  be  a  trustee 
merely,  or  the  party  in  interest.  Tenney  v.  Evans,  14  N. 
H.  343. 

12.  The  admission  of  one  of  two  or  more  joint  plaintiffs  or 
defendants  to  a  suit  in  relation  to  the  subject-matter  of  the 
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suit  in  -which  they  are  jointly  interested,  is  evidence  against 
all.    Hurst  v.  Rdbmson,  13  Mis.  82. 

13.  Unless  a  joint  interest  be  proven  by  other  testimony, 
the  admissions- of  one  party  to  the  record  are  not  admis- 
sible to  charge  the  other.  Boswell  v.  Blackman,  12  Geo. 
591. 

14r.  The  admissions  of  a  party  to  a  suit  against  his  interest 
are  evidence  in  favor  of  the  other  side,  whether  made  by  the 
real  party  on  record  or  by  a  nominal  party,  who  sues  as 
trustee  for  the  benefit  of  another,  or  whether  by  the  party 
who  is  really  interested  in  the  suit,  though  not  named. 
Quinlan  r.  Davis,  6  Wheat.  169. 

15.  If  a  defendant  has  acknowledged  the  title  of  the  plain- 
tiff, he  cannot  afterwards  dispute  it.  Ra/rdy  v.  De  Leon,  5 
Texas,  211. 

16.  The  admission  of  one  of  several  parties  to  a  record, 
if  there  is  a  joint  interest  or  privity  of  design,  wiU  bind 
all.    II. 

17.  A  recital  of  one  deed  in  another,  binds  the  parties,  and 
those  who  claim  under  them  by  matters  subsequent.    lb. 

18.  The  admissions  of  a  party  on  the  record,  though  only  a 
trustee,  are  evidence,  if  made  after  he  became  trustee. 
Beatty  v.  Davis,  9  Gill,  211. 

19.  An  issuing,  by  consent  of  parties,  of  a  commission  to 
take  testimony  generally,  without  limitation  as  to  the  nature 
and  purposes  thereof,  is  regarded  as  an  admission  that  the 
issues  are  made  up,  and  that  the  general  replication  to  the 
defendant's  answer  has  been  entered  by  the  complainant. 
Md.  and  N.  T.  CoaVand  Iron  Co.  v.  Wingert,  8  Gill,  170. 

20.  A  letter  of  one  of  the  parties  cannot  be  used  in  evi- 
dence to  prove  only  a  particular  fact,  and  the  rest  of  its  con- 
tents, though  relating  to  the  same  subject,  be  excluded ;  the 
statements  must  be  taken  all  together.  La^ioeY.  Clifton, 
11  Lou.  162 ;  Stamhrough  v.  Omrett,  1  K.  13. 

21.  Declarations  to  a  party,  with  his  replies  thereto,  or  bis 
silent  acquiescence  in  statements  affecting  his  own  interest, 
to  which  he  has  opportunity  of  replying,  are  admissible  in 
evidence  against  him.  Boston  and  Worcester  B.  B.  Co.  v, 
Dana,  1  Gray,  104. 
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22.  It  is  well  settled,  that  all  declarations  and  acts  of  a 
party,  tending  to  show  that  his  title  in  the  suit  is  bad, 
whether  before  or  after  suit  brought,  is  evidence.  Oallraith 
T.  Elder,  8  Watts,  81. 

23.  Admissions  of  a  nominal  party  are  evidence.  Kerr  v. 
Kerr,  1  Serg.  &  Kawle,  25. 

24.  The  admission  of  an  executor,  a  party  to  the  record 
and  legatee  under  the  will,  are  competent  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  upon  the  trial  of  a  ca/veat  to  the  will.  Williamson  v. 
Nalers,  14  Geo.  286. 

25.  A  letter,  written  by  the  plaintiff,  is  not  admissible  in 
evidence,  when  offered  by  him,  to  show  that  it  was  written, 
or  that  it  contained  a  certain  bill  of  exchange.  Whiteford 
V.  Burckmyer,  1  Gill,  127. 

26.  "Where  the  plaintiff  in  a  petitory  action  claims  the 
benefit  of  the  possession  of  his  vendors,  their  declarations 
may  be  proved  on  the  part  of  the  defence,  for  "the  purpose 
of  establishing  the  character  and  fact  of  the  possession ;  and 
this  though  one  of  them  was  the  mother  of  the  defendant. 
Davidson  v.  Matthews,  3  An.  316. 


(k.)     Generally. 

1.  When  goods  in  the  possession  of  one  who  claims  them 
by  purchase  are  levied  on  to  satisfy  a  debt  due  from  the 
alleged  vendor,  proof  of  the  existence  of  the  debt  before  the 
transfer  of  the  goods,  repels  the  prima  fade  presumption  of 
ownership  which  possession  raises,  and  casts  on  the  claimant 
the  burden  of  showing  that  his  purchase  was  founded  on 
valuable  consideration.     Spa/rTcs  v.  Bawls,  17  Ala.  211. 

2.  Slight  credit  will  be  given  to  the  unsupported  evidence 
of  a  witness  who  testifies  to  admissions  obtained  by  him  from 
a  party,  for  the  purpose  of  charging  him  thereby.  Sunday 
V.  Gofdon,  1  Blatchford  &  Howland,  569. 

3.  Where  proof  is  made  of  the  refusal  of  a  tender,  the  de- 
fendant is  not  entitled  to  have  his  declarations,  made  at  the 
refusal,  put  before  the  jury  as  a  part  of  the  transaction. 
Mahone  v.  Beeves,  11  Ala.  345. 
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4.  Declarations  of  a  vendor,  made  after  the  sale  of  the 
property,  are  not  competent  evidence  to  aflfect  the  vendee 
Eing  v.  Gray,  6  B.  Mon.  368. 

5.  By  the  laws  of  North  Carolina,  the  admissions  o^ 
a  sheriff  are  admissible  both  in  actions  against  himself 
and  against  his  sureties.  The  State  v.  Woodside,  8  Ired. 
104. 

6.  The  admissions  of  an  executrix  are  competent  evidence 
to  charge  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  an  administrator  de  honis 
non.    LasTilee  v.  Jacobs,  9  Humph.  718. 

7.  The  whole  of  an  admission  of  a  party  must  be  taken. 
Sinningdale  v.  Livingston,  10  Johns.  38. 

8.  If  part  of  the  confession,  tending  to  discharge  him,  is 
highly  improbable,  the  jury  may  reject  it,  and  act  upon  the 
other  part.     KeUey  v.  Bmh  &  Veile,  2  Hill,  440. 

9.  An  account  signed  by  a  marshal  of  the  United  States, 
of  the  sale  "of  a  vessel  and  cargo,  found  among  his  papers 
after  his  decease,  is  legal  evidence  against  his  sureties.  Ser- 
namdez  v.  Montgomery,  2  N.  S.  422. 

10.  Where  a  witness  for  the  defendant  testifies  that  he  had 
a  conversation  with  a  particular  person  on  a  particular  occa- 
sion, the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  the  whole  of  that  con- 
versation on  cross-examination.  Banlc  v.  Donaldson,  6 
Barr,  179. 

11.  In  a  suit  against  a  third  person  by  the  grantee  in  a  deed 
of  trust  to  recover  the  property  conveyed,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  prove  the  consideration  of  the  deed,  until  the  defendant 
has  shown  that  he  claims  as  a  purchaser  from  of  creditor  of 
the  grantor.    Pennington  v.  Woodall,  17  Ala.  685. 

12.  Where,  in  an  action  against  the  heirs  to  recover  an 
amount  claimed  for  services  rendered  to  their  ancestor  during 
her  last  illness,  etc.,  it  is  proved  that  the  plaintiff,  on  being 
interrogated  by  the  parish  judge,  while  making  the  inventory, 
confessed  that  he  had  in  his  possession  money  belonging  to 
the  deceased,  but  refused  to  state  the  amount,  he  will  be 
nonsuited,  unless  he  show  the  amount  of  funds  he  had  be- 
longing to  the  succession ;  nor  can  he  urge  that  the  defend- 
ants should  appeal  to  his  conscience,  when  his  conduct  had 
shown  that  the  mode  of  proceeding  might  be  attended  with 
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danger.     Hebert  v.  Mouion,  1  An.  229 ;  Helert  v.  Lacour,  6 
An.  699. 

13.  In  an  action  against  the  owners  of  a  boat  for  the  loss 
of  a  slave  carried  away  by  the  captain,  the  declarations  of 
the  captain  at  the  time  of  taking  the  slave  on  board,  and 
during  the  voyage  are  admissible  in  evidence  against  the 
owners  of  the  boat,  but  not  if  made  subsequently.  Price  v. 
Thornton,  10  Mis.  135. 

14.  Where  letters  in  correspondence  between  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  were  offered  in  evidence  by  the  former,  it  was 
held  that  the  latter  might  read  his  answer  to  the  plaintiff's 
last  letter,  dated  the  day  previous.  Boe  v.  Day,  7  Oarr.  & 
Payne,  Y05. 

15.  "Where  one  party  produces  the  letter  of  another,  pur- 
porting to  be  in  reply  to  a  previous  letter  from  himself,  he  is 
bound  to  call  for  and  put  in  the  letter  to  which  it  was  an  an- 
swer as  part  of  his  own  evidence.  Walson  y. 'Moore,  1  Car. 
&K  626. 

16.  The  declarations  of  an  administrator  are  not  competent 
evidence  against  the  rights  of  the  legal  representatives  of  the 
intestate.     Prater  v.  Frazier,  6  Eng.  249. 

17.  Tlie  declarations  of  the  donor,  made  in  the  absence  of 
the  donee,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  to  defeat  the  title 
of  the  latter.    IT). 

18.  "Where  the  evidence  of  a  gift  is  clear  and  unequivocal, 
an  actual  delivery  need  not  be  shown,  in  case  the  jury  should 
be  satisfied,  from  all  the  facts  and  circumstances,  that  a  de- 
livery had  been  made.     II. 

19.  A  mere  naked  declaration  that  property  belongs  to  an- 
other, made  by  the  owner,  does  not  confer  title,  but  may  be 
evidence  of  title.    II). 

20.  The  ex  parte  statements  or  declarations  of  a  third  per- 
son are  not  admissible  evidence  in  proof  of  the  fact  to  which 
they  relate,     Wiswall  v.  Knevals,  18  Ala.  65. 

21.  The  admission  of  a  debtor  will  be  evidence  of  a  debt, 
and  will  also  take  a  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations  as 
against  a  purchaser  of  lands,  out  of  which  the  creditor  has 
a  right  of  satisfaction  by  an  agreement  with  the  debtor,  the 
vendor  of  such  purchaser.    Biddle  v.  Moore,  3  Barr,  161. 
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22.  It  is  competent  to  prove  that  an  admission  by  a  party  of 
the  correctness  of  an,  account  was  hastily  and  inconsiderately 
made,  without  a  knowledge  of  its  accuracy ;  but  it  is  not 
competent  to  prove  that,  in  the  opinions  of  others,  the  party 
making  the  admission  was  not  of  sufficient  capacity  to  un- 
derstand long  accounts.    Stewart  v.  Conner,  13  Ala.  94. 

23.  Where  the  admissions  of  a  party  are  introduced,  testi- 
mony may  be  introduced  to  show  that  he  made  them  jocu- 
larly.   BeAe  y.  De  Baun,  3  Eng.  510. 

24.  Confessions  of  a  party,  for  the  purpose  of  charging 
frauds  upon  him,  are  entitled  to  but  little  weight,  where  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  transaction  tend  to  support  it.  Qar- 
rison  v.  Ahin,  2  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  26. 

25.  When  a  title  is  incomplete,  under  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations, in  one  who  is  either  a  trespasser  or  with  color,  ad- 
missions of  facts  by  him  are  evidence  to  show  that  possession 
is  not  held  adversely.    Sailor  v.  Hertzogg,  2  Barr,,  182. 

26.  In  an  action  against  two  for  fraudulently  combining  to 
effect  a  fraud,  if  there  is  any  evidence  of  a  combination,  the 
admissions  of  one  of  them,  made  in  the  absence  of  the  other, 
are,  proper  to  be  left  to  the  jury.  Oldham  v.  Bentley,  6  B. 
Mon.  428. 

27.  It  is  not  essential,  in  order  to  constitute  a  statement 
of  a  party  an  admission,  that  the  party  shall  have  personal 
knowledge  of  the  facts  admitted.  Where  &  party  believes  a 
a  fact  to  be  true  upon  evidence  sufficient  to  convince  him  of 
its  truth,  his  statement  of  such  fact,  if  against  his  interest, 
is  evidence  against  him ;  and,  though  of  an  unsatisfactory 
character,  it  is  still  competent.  Sjpoj-r  v.  Wellmam,  11  Mis. 
230. 

28.  The  admission,  against  his  interest,  of  a  deceased  per- 
son, of  an  act  subjecting  him  to  infamy  and  heavy  penal 
consequences,  is  admissible  as  evidence  of  the  fact  as  between 
fhird  persons.     Coleman  v.  Frazier,  4  Eich.  146. 

29.  The  principle  that  an  acknowledgment  of  one  joint- 
promissor  is  an  admission  of  all,  holds  in  Georgia ;  but  it  has 
been  questioned  in  England,  and  exploded  in  some  of  the 
United  States.     TiUvnghast  v.  Nourse,  14  Geo.  641. 

30.  Admissions  to  strangers,  made  by  one  in  possession  of 


GENEEALLT.  437 

land,  that  he  holds  under  an  agreement  with  the  owner  of 
the  land,  are  evidence  of  such  agreement.  Read  v.  Thomp- 
son, 5  Barr,  327. 

31.  The  declarations  of  a  slave,  in  connection  with  and  ex- 
planatory of  a  symptom  or  appearance  of  disease,  are  com- 
petent evidence  to  prove  that  the  slave  was  at  the  time 
diseased,  in  an  action  against  the  purchaser  to  recover  the 
purchase  money  of  the  slave.    Marr  v.  Hill,  10  Mis.  320. 

32.  The  declarations  of  a  party  in  possession  are  not  ad- 
missible evidence  to  disprove  a  title  claimed  under  him ;  as 
that  he  had  not  given  and  did  not  intend  to  give  the  property 
to  the  person  against  whom  the  declarations  are  offered. 
Walker  v.  Blassingame,  17  Ala.  810. 

33.  The  acts  or  admissions  of  executors  are  not  evidence 
against  the  heirs  or  devisees.  Hatch  eb  al.  v.  8trwight,  3 
Conn.  612. 

34r.  In  cases  of  pedigree,  the  declarations  of  a  deceased 
person,  and  of  the  deceased  members  of  the  family,  are  ad- 
missible to  prove,  per  se,  not  only  the  issue,  btlt  the  marriage, 
and  the  rule  of  evidence  admitting  such  declarations  is  not 
subject  to  the  qualification,  that  cohabitation  must  be  first 
shown  to  raise  the  inference  of  marriage.  Copes  v.  Hearce, 
7  Gill,  247. 

35.  Declarations  by  a  deceased  owner  of  land,  made  dur- 
ing the  time  of  the  ownership,  relating  to  its  boundary,  are 
evidence  against  persons  claiming  the  land  by  title  derived 
from  him.     JPiJce  v.  Hayes,  14  N.  H.  19. 

36.  A  party  producing  a  record  in  evidence  is  not  bound 
to  read  the  whole  of  it,  but  the  opposite  party  may.  Haile 
V.  Hill,  13  Mis.  612. 

37.  Where  the  evidence  was,  that  the  defendant,  on  being 
shown  the  plaintiff's  account,  said,  "  It  is  correct,  but  I  have 
an  offset,"  and  no  evidence  was  offered  to  prove  any  offset, 
it  was  held,  that  a  recovery  for  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's 
account  was  warranted  by  the  evidence.  Delamater  v. 
Fierce,  3  Denio,  315,  610. 

38.  Declarations  explanatory  of  an  act  which  is  itself  not 
evidence,  are  inadmissible  as  evidence.  Gilbert  v.  Gilbert, 
22  Ala.  629. 
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39.  The  declarations  of  the  vendor  of  personal  property, 
made  before  the  sale,  are  competent  against  his  vendee,  even 
though  he  purchased  at  sheriff's  sale.  Crawley  v.  Tucker.,  4 
Eich.  560. 

40.  Admissions  of  a  legatee,  vrho  is  not  a  party  upon  the 
record,  will  not  be  received  to  prove  that  fraud  and  undue 
influence  were  employed  to  induce  the  making  of  the  will, 
if  the  interest  of  the  legatee  be  against  the  will.  Mullins  v. 
Lyles,  1  Swan,  (Tenn.)  337. 

41.  In  a  contest  between  an  existing  creditor  and  a  pur- 
chaser from  the  debtor,  the  declarations  or  statements  of  the 
latter  are  not  admissible  to  prove  the  consideration  of  the 
purchase.    Hooper  v.  Edwards,  18  Ala.  280. 

42.  The  declarations  of  a  party,  whether  made  deliberately 
or  not,  are  admissible  in  evidence  against  him,  and  are  to  be 
considered  by  the  jury,  who  are  to  determine  what  weight 
shall  be  given  them.    Dufield  v.  Cross,  12  111.  397. 

43.  An  admission  is  evidence  against  the  individual  inter- 
est of  the  person  making  it,  and  against  a  joint  interest  in 
which  he  shares.     Osgood  v.  Manhattan  Co.,  3  Cowen,  612. 

44.  A  fraudulent  confession,  like  a  fraudulent  act,  will  be 
relieved  against.    Loring  v.  Braokett,  3  Pick.  403. 

45.  An  endorsement  of  part  payment  on  a  promissory  note 
is  not  of  itself  admissible  to  take  it  out  of  the  statute  of  limit- 
ations.   Whitney  v.  Bigelow,  4  Pick.  110. 

46.  A  credit  on  an  account-book,  the  credit  being  small 
in  proportion  to  the  account,  dated  after  six  years  have  run, 
and  apparently  made  with  a  view  to  elude  the  statute,  is  in- 
admissible. Taylor's  ExWs  v.  M'JDonald,  2  Eep.  Con.  Ot. 
178. 

47.  "Where  witnesses  are  called  to  prove  declarations  made 
by  a  witness  inconsistent  with  what  he  deposes  on  the  trial, 
it  is  competent  to  show  other  declarations  of  the  same  witness 
in  affirmance  of  what  he  has  sworn.  Johnson  v.  Patterson, 
2  Hawks,  183. 

48.  Upon  a  question  of  or  revocation  of  a  will,  no  declara- 
tions of  the  testator  are  competent  evidence,  except  those 
which  accompany  the  alleged  act  of  revocation.  Waterman 
V.  Whitney,  1  Kernan,  157  ;  4  Selden,  (N.  T.)  157. 
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4:9.  In  assumpsit,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  he  presented 
his  account  to  the  defendant,  who  said,  "It  is  just,  but  I  paid 
it  by  a  man  in  Petersburgh  ;  and  had  I  time,  I  could  prove 
it."  Per  cur.  "The  rule  is,  that  a  confession  shall  be  taken 
altogether;  but  if  there  are  circumstances  mentioned  in  the 
confession,  which,  when  examined  into,  disprove  the  matter 
alleged  in  discharge,  or  where  that  matter  can  be  disproved, 
the  jury  are  to  reject  it,  and  go  upon  the  other  part  of  the 
confession  only,  as  where  he  says  the  account  is  just,  but  I 
paid  it  before  such  persons,  and  they  know  nothing  of  the 
payment ;  or  at  such  time  and  place,  and  it  be  proved  that 
at  that  time  he  was  not  at  that  place,  but  at  another  far 
distant ;  or  if  he  says  the  account  is  just,  but  I  will  prove  it 
paid  if  I  have  time,  and  he  is  allowed  that  time,  and  called 
upon  to  make  that  proof,  and  does  not ;  in  such  and  the  like 
cases  the  matter  in  dispute  will  be  rejected."  Barnes,  Ex'r 
of  Kay,  V.  Kelly,  2  Hay  w.  45. 

60.  Admissions  by  a  father  that  he  had  given  slaves  to  his 
daughter,  were  received  as  sufficient  evidence  of  a  perfect 
gift,  and  the  word  given,  as  implying  actual  delivery,  so  as 
to  make  the  gift  complete.  Hattorh  v.  Banks,  1  Nott  & 
M'Cord,  223. 

51.  In  support  of  a  claim  against  a  warehouseman  for  the 
loss  of  cotton  destroyed  by  fire  in  his  warehouse,  it  may  be 
shown,  by  his  advertisements,  receipts  and  declarations,  that 
the  house  was  to  be  fire-proof.  Eaichett  v.  Oibson,  13  Ala. 
587. 

52.  Acknowledgments  of  a  principal  are  evidence  against 
the  surety  unless  there  is  proof  of  combination.  Common- 
wealth V.  Kendig,  2  Barr,  448. 

53.  A  person  who,  at  the  req.ue9t  of  another,  makes  an 
admission,  is  not  estopped  as  against  him  from  showing  that 
the  admission  is  not  in  fact  true ;  but  he  may  explain  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  was  made,  in  order  to  rebut 
any  presumption  against  him  arising  from  the  admission. 
PecTcer  v.  Hoit,  15  E".  H.  143. 

64.  Keceipts  are  to  be  regarded  as  admissions,  and  where 
they  have  been  acted  upon  by  others,  it  seems  they  are  con- 
clusive against  the  party  making  them,  as  between  him  and 
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the  party  whose  conduct  he  has  thus  influenced.    Union  Bank 
V.  Sollee,  2  Strobh.  390. 

65.  Declarations  by  a  party  in  possession  of  land,  by  virtue 
of  which  title  is  claimed  under  the  statute  of  limitations,  are 
evidence  to  show  that  the  possession  was  not  held  adversely. 
St.  Clair  v.  Shale,  9  Barr,  252. 

66.  Where  an  admission  was  made  on  the  authority  of  a 
decision,  which  was  overruled,  and  was  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  party  making  it,  he  was  held  not  to  be  bound  by  it. 
Hays  V.  Cage,  2  Texas,  501. 

57.  The  admissions  of  a  defendant  in  trespass,  that  he  com- 
mitted the  trespass  alleged  against  him,  are  evidence  of  the 
fact.    McGill  V.  Ash,  7  Barr,  397. 

58.  An  admission  contained  in  an  undelivered  instrument 
is  not  binding  upon  the  party  whose  hand  and  seal  are  at- 
tached to  it.    Robinson  v.  Cushman,  2  Denio,  149. 

59.  A  bond  void  as  having  been  made  on  Sunday,  is  evi- 
dence as  an  admission  of  indebtedness.  Lea  v.  Hopkins,  7 
Barr,  492. 

60.  If  the  admissions  or  declarations  of  a  person  are  com- 
petent evidence  in  a  case,  they  may  be  shown  by  writing, 
under  the  hand  of  the  party,  or  by  a  witness  who  heard  them 
made,  or  the  party  himself  may  be  called,  if  a  competent 
witness.    Reed  v.  Rice,  25  Yt.  (2  Deane,)  171. 

61.  The  declarations  of  a  person  in  possession  of  lands  are 
competent  evidence  against  himself  and  all  persons  claiming 
under  him,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  character  of  his 
possession,  and  by  what  title  he  claims.  Pitts  v.  Wilder,  1 
Comst.  525.  , 

62.  Where  a  written  instrument  is  so  connected  with  the 
declarations  of  a  party  that  they  cannot  be  fully  understood 
without  it,  proof  of  its  execution  is  not  a  pre-requisite  to  its 
admissibility  in  evidence,  in  connection  with  and  as  explan- 
atory of  the  declarations.    Mims  v.  Sturtevami,  18  Ala.  359. 

63.  The  declarations  of  deceased  persons,  who  were  so  sit- 
uated as  to  have  the  means  of  knowledge,  and  had  no  inter- 
est to  misrepresent,  are  competent  evidence  upon  a  question 
of  boundary,  whether  the  same  pertain  to  public  tracts  or 
private  rights.    Adams  v.  Stanyan,  4  Foster,  (N.  H.)  405. 
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64.  Before  the  declarations  o'f  a  party  can  be  received  in 
evidence  in  his  own  favor,  as  explanatory  of  his  possession, 
the  fact  of  possession  must  be  established  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  court ;  otherwise  the  declarations  would  be  made  evi- 
dence of  the  possession  itself,  or  the  title,  rather  than  as  explan- 
atory of  the  nature  of  the  possession.  Thomas  v.  Degraffeiv- 
ried,  17  Ala.  602. 

65.  A  vendor  in  an  action  to  recover  back  land,  which  he 
has  been  induced  to  sell  by  fraud,  may  introduce  evidence 
of  declarations  of  one  of  two  persons  parties  to  the  fraiid, 
made  in  the  absence  of  the  other.  Jackson  v.  Summerville, 
13  Penn.  State  E.  (1  Harris,)  369. 

66.  Where  the  declarations  of  the  defendant  are  given  in 
evidence  to  show  that  a  fraud  had  been  practised  by  him  in 
connection  with  another  and  for  their  joint  benefit,  the  dec- 
larations of  such  second  person,  made  either  before  or  after 
the  sale,  concerning  the  purchase,  its  object  and  purpose,  are 
admissible  against  the  defendant,  in  order  to  show  the  fraud 
committed.     McCasTcey  v.  Graff,  23  Penn.  321. 

67.  Admissions  of  facts,  made  at  a  time  when  they  were 
not  in  dispute,  by  a  person  having  then  no  interest  to  make 
false  admissions,  and  making  them  to  charge  himself,  are 
evidence  against  him,  and  those  claiming  under  him  by  title 
subsequent  to  such  admissions.  Bichards  v.  Swan,  7  Gill, 
366. 

68.  The  declarations  of  one  in  possession  of  a  slave,  that  it 
belongs  to  him,  is  competent  testimony  in  a  suit  where  the 
slave  was  claimed  by  another.  The  weight  it  is  entitled  to 
is  a  question  for  the  jury,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.     Oary  v.  Terril,  9  Ala.  206. 

69.  "It  may  be  laid  down  as  an  undeniable  proposition, 
that  the  admissions  of  a  party  are  competent  evidence  against 
himself  only  in  cases  where  parol  evidence  would  be  admis- 
sible to  establish  the  same  facts,  or,  in  other  words,  where 
there  is  not,  in  the  judgment  of  the  law,  higher  and  better 
evidence  in  existence,  to  be  produced.  It  would  be  a  danger- 
ous innovation  upon  the  rules  of  evidence  to  give  any  greater 
efi'ect  to  confessions  or  admissions  of  a  party,  unless  in  open 
court,  and  the  tendency  would  be  to  dispense  with  the  pror 
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duction  of  the  m.ost  solemn 'documentary  evidence."      The 
Dutchess  Cotton  Manufactory  v.  Da/ois^  14  Jolins.  238. 

70.  The  declarations  of  a  person  made  when  he  was  in 
possession  of  land,  claiming  by  settlement  only,  such  decla- 
rations being  prejudicial  to  his  interests,  are  competent  evi- 
dence against  him  and  those  claiming  under  him.  Alden  v. 
Grove,  18  Penn.  State  E.  (6  Harris,)  377. 

71.  A  mortgagee,  who,  when  cited  in  certain  bankrupt 
proceedings  under  the  act  of  19th  August,  1841,  to  show 
cause  why  the  property  should  not  be  sold  free  of  incum- 
brance, suffers  the  rule  taken  against  him  to  be  made  abso- 
lute, will  not  afterwards  be  permitted  to  set  up  his  mortgage 
against  a  lona  fide  purchaser,  who  has  bought  on  the  faith 
of  his  apparent  acquiescence.    Ducros  v.  Fortin,  8  E.  165. 

72.  The  written  acknowledgment  of  the  principal  in  an 
agreement  that  the  adverse  party  has  complied  with  his  con- 
tract, is  binding  on  the  surety.  Beynes  v.  Zacharie,  10  Lou. 
129. 

73.  "  Confessions  must  be  taken  together ;  but  when  extra- 
judicial, the  weight  of  evidence  by  which  they  may  be 
rebutted  depends  on  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
as  disclosed  by  testimony."  QuicTc  v.  Johnson,  6  N.  S. 
532.       ' 

74.  Where  the  evidence  in  assumpsit  for  money  lent  was, 
that  the  defendant  said,  "  I  borrowed  the  money,  but  I  paid 
it,"  it  was  put  to  the  jury  that  the  confession  must  be  re- 
ceived altogether ;  but  they  were  not  bound  to  credit  the 
assertion  of  payment ;  and  they  found  for  the  plaintiff,  owing 
to  some  slight  evidence  which  tended  to  repel  the  assertion 
of  payment.    Newmcm  v.  Bradley,  1  Dall.  240. 

75.  Under  the  Eevised  Statutes  of  Illinois,  an  administrator 
cannot,  by  his  admissions,  bind  the  estate  of  his  intestate. 
Marshall  v.  Adams,  11  HI.  37. 

76.  Although  an  administrator  could,  by  his  admissions, 
bind  the  estate  of  his  intestate,  yet  it  would  not  follow  that 
such  admission  would  bind  a  joint  promissor  with  the  intes- 
tate. And  where  there  are  several  administrators,  the  con- 
fession of  a  debt  due  from  the  intestate's  estate  by  one,  is  not 
admissible  in  a  suit  for  the  debt  against  the  co-administrators, 
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to  establish  the  original  demand.  Nor  is  there  such  a  joint 
interest  between  a  surviving  promissor  and  the  administrator 
of  his  co-promissor  as  to  make  the  admissions  of  one  binding 
on  the  other.     /&. 

77.  A  cash  account  shown  to  the  defendant,  and  not  ob- 
jected to  by  him,  was  held  sufficient  evidence  of  his  admission 
to  go  to  the  jury.     Coe  v.  Button,  1  Serg.  &  Eawle,  398. 

78.  An  offer,  or  even  tender  of  money,  will  not  conclude 
as  an  admission  of  the  tenderee's  right,  if  it  be  not  accepted 
by  the  tenderee,  nor  paid  into  court  by  the  tenderer,  upon 
an  action  being  brought.    Ballou  v.  Campbell,  5  Wend.  672. 

79.  An  endorsement  of  part  payment  upon  a  promissory 
note,  every  thing  about  it  appearing  fair,  is  admissible  as 
evidence  to  the  jury,  to  take  it  out  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, and  will  control,  unless  the  defendant  impeach  it  in 
some  way.     Gibson  v.  Peebles,  2  M'Cord,  418. 

80.  Where  the  debtor  and  creditor  met,  and  the  debtor 
stated  the  items  of  an  account  between  them,  which  the 
creditor  immediately  took  down,  in  writing,  evidence  there- 
of to  charge  the  debtor  with  his  admissions  so  made,  may  be 
given  by  a  witness  present,  without  producing  the  memoran- 
dum made  by  the  creditor,  the  same  not  having  been  shown 
to  the  debtor  at  the  time.  Parsons  v.  Disirow,  1  Smith's 
0.  P.  E.  547. 

81.  Letters  in  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant,  addressed 
by  him  to  an  agent  of  the  plaintiff  and  offered  as  evidence 
by  the  plaintiff,  were  held  to  be  admissible,  without  further 
proof.     Blodgett  v.  Webster,  4  Foster,  (N.  H.)  91. 

82.  Admissions  of  an  assignor,  made  after  the  assignment, 
being  incompetent,  there  is  no  error  in  the  exclusion  of  a 
general  question,  not  limited  as  to  time,  intended  to  obtain 
proof  of  an  assignor's  admission.  Briggs  v.  Evans,  1  Smith's 
C.  P.  E.  192. 

83.  The  admissions  of  a  mortgagor  that  the  mortgage  debt 
is  due,  are  evidence  against  a  terre-tenant  to  rebut  the  pre- 
sumption of  payment  from  lapse  of  time,  where  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  terre-tenant  had  an  interest  before  the  ad- 
missions were  made.     Frear  v.  Drinker,  8  Barr,  520. 

84.  Evidence  of  the  loose  confessions  of  a  deceased  person 
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ought  to  have  very  little  or  no  effect,  particularly  when  con- 
trary to  the  rights  of  the  parties  as  shown  by  written  evi- 
dence.   Pargoud  v.  Amherson,  10  Lou.  355. 

85.  The  witness  should  not  state  his  own  conclusion,  de- 
rived from  the  statements  made  between  the  parties  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  indebtedness  admitted,  but  should  give  the  state- 
ments and  admissions  themselves,  from  which  the  result  may 
be  determined.    Pcursons  v.  Disbrow,  1  Smith's  0.  P.  K.  547. 

86.  The  declarations  of  one  who  is  in  possession  of  personal 
property,  explanatory  of  his  possession,  are  admissible  evi- 
dence ;  but  his  declarations  in  regard  to  the  contract  by 
which  he  came  into  possession  are  not  admissible  evidence 
in  his  favor.    Mims  v.  Sturdevant,  23  Ala.  QQ4:. 

87.  In  a  contest  between  creditors,  neither  the  declarations 
of  the  insolvent,  though  in  writing,  nor  his  books  of  account, 
can  be  received  in  evidence.  Such  admissions  are  presumed 
to  be  fraudulent.  Menendez  v.  Larionda,  3  M.  258 ;  Plan- 
ters^ Bank  V.  Lanusse,  12  M.  157. 

88.  Between  creditors,  the  acknowledgment  of  their  solvent 
debtor  \s  prima  faoie  evidence  of  the  debt.  Armor  vi  Oooh- 
lum,  i  IS".  S.  667. 

89.  It  seems  a  confession  drawn  from  a  parent,  who  is 
sued,  by  a  letter  threatening  to  prosecute  his  son  for  forging 
his  signature  to  certain  notes,  will  not  bind  him.  City  Baruk 
V.  Foucher,  9  Lou.  409. 

90.  "Where  the  assignor  of  property  for  the  benefit  of  credi- 
tors remains  in  possession  of  it,  his  declarations,  made  while 
in  such  possession,  are  admissible  to  show  that  the  assign- 
ment was  fraudulent  as  to  creditors.  Caldwell  v.  Rose,  1 
Smith,  190. 

91.  Immaterial  recitals,  in  contracts  with  third  persons, 
are  not  conclusive  upon  the  party  making  them,  in  a  contest 
with  others.  EiU  v.  Spangenberg,  4  An.  655;  Davis  v. 
Benion,  5  An.  248. 

92.  An  admission  in  a  treaty  between  the  United  States 
and  a  tribe  of  Indians,  as  to  the  limits  of  the  territory  occu- 
pied by  the  latter,  is  only  binding  on  the  government  and 
those  claiming  under,  it  after  the  date  of  the  treaty ;  it  is  not 
conclusive  on  those  who  had  previously  acquired  rights. 
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The  latter  may  go  behind  the  treaty,  and  show  that  the 
whole  proceeding  was,  as  to  them,  fraudulent  and  void. 
BrooJcs  V.  Norr4s,  6  E.  175. 

93.  When  an  attorney,  employed  to  collect  money,  is 
called  on  for  a  settlement,  his  admission  of  the  amount  col- 
lected is  competent  evidence  against  his  client ;  but  the  client 
may  nevertheless  show  by  other  proof  that  the  fact  admitted 
did  not  in  truth  exist.  McRea  v.  Insurance  Bank  of  Cdlum- 
hus,  16  Ala.  755. 

94.  The  books  of  a  merchant  cannot  be  given  in  evidence 
in  his  favor ;  but  if  introduced  by  the  other  party,  the  whole 
must  be  taken  together,  and  they  cannot  be  rejected  when 
they  contain  facts  against  the  party  at  whose  request  they 
are  produced.    Martinstein  v.  Creditors,  8  H.  8. 

95.  The  declarations  of  one  in  possession  of  and  having  the 
charge  of  a  steamboat,  are  competent  evidence  to  show  that 
a  third  person  is,  with  him,  a  joint  owner  thereof.  Darling 
V.  Bryant,  17  Ala.  10. 

96.  A  witness  may  prove,  in  an  action  to  rescind  a  sale, 
that  the  plaintiff  told  him  that  a  slave  had  informed  him 
(plaintiff)  of  the  redhibitory  vice  complained  of,  previous  to 
the  sale.  Per  curiam.  It  was  an  admission  of  one  of  the 
parties,  which  the  other  wished  to  avail  himself  of,  to  show 
that  the  former  was  aware  of  the  vice.  The  matter  intended 
to  be  proved  was  the  admission  of  the  party,  not  the  state- 
ment of  the  slave.    Lewis  v.  Gibson,  9  E.  146. 

97.  "Whether  a  party  is  bound  by  admissions  or  statements 
in  a  letter,  the  contents  of  which  are  offered  to  be  proved,  is 
a  question  which  goes  to  the  effect  and  not  to  the  admissi- 
bility of  the  evidence.    Lockhart  v.  Jones,  9  E.  381. 

98.  The  whole  admission  is  tole  taken  together;  though 
the  whole  of  what  is  said  at  the  same  time  and  relating  to 
the  same  subject,  must  be  given  in  evidence,  yet  it  does  not 
follow  that  all  the  parts  of  the  statement  are  to  be  regarded 
as  equally  worthy  of  credit ;  but  it  is  for  the  jury  to  consider 
under  all  circumstances,  how  much  of  the  whole  statement 
they  deem  worthy  of  belief,  including  as  well  the  facts  assert- 
ed by  the  party  in  his  own  favor  as  those  making  against 
him,    Wilson  v.  Calvert,  8  Ala.  757. 
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99.  An  admission  of  the  correctness  of  certain  charges  in 
the  account  of  an  executor,  deliberately  made,  after  an  ex- 
amination of  the  account  by  one  of  the  heirs  of  the  deceased, 
who  had  peculiar  means  of  knowledge,  while  the  account  of 
the  executor  was  before  arbitrators,  will  be  conclusive  against 
the  heir  on  a  subsequent  opposition  to  the  account.  Succes- 
sion of  Ross,  1  An.  129. 

100.  "Where  plaintiff  proves  an  admission  of  defendant, 
defendant  may  inquire  further  in  regard  to  it,  and  prove  all 
that  was  said  on  the  subject  at  the  same  time.  Houghtaling 
V.  Kelderhouse,  1  Parker's  Or.  241. 

101.  The  admissions  and  confessions  of  parties  are  admissible 
in  evidence  when  pertinent  to  the  issue.  They  are  not  by  any 
means  conclusive,  and  not  necessarily  even  prima  facie  evi- 
dence. They  may  be  controlled  and  overborne  by  other  evi- 
dence ;  but  when  they  relate  to  matters  material  to  the  issue, 
they  should  be  received,  and  the  effect  to  be  given  to  them 
rests  wholly  with  the  jury.  If  it  appears  that  the  party  had 
no  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts  admitted,  but  little  im- 
portance is  to  be  attached  to  the  admission,  and  the  jury 
should  be  so  instructed.     Stephens  v.  Yronan,  18  Barb.  250. 

103.  A  declaration  made  by  a  pai'ty  to  a  third  person,  that 
he  was  under  a  moral  obligation  to  pay  the  plaintiff  for  ser- 
vices rendered,  and  his  mentioning  a  sum  that  he  intended  to 
give  her,  is  not  binding  when  made  out  of  the  presence  of 
the  person  in  whose  favor  it  was  made.  Ditch  v.  Wilhinson, 
10  Lou.  205. 

103.  In  assumpsit  by  plaintiff  against  his  commission  mer- 
chants, to  recover  damages  for  losses  on  cotton,  plaintiff 
introduced  proof  of  a  conversation  between  himself  and  de- 
fendants, for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  he  had  instructed 
them  to  sell  his  cotton  and  not  to  hold  it.  Held,!  that  the 
fact  of  instructions  must  be  determined  from  the  whole  con- 
versation, as  bx'ought  out  on  direct  examination  and  cross- 
examination,  and  that  the  court  properly  refused  to  instruct 
the  jury  upon  the  effect  of  a  particular  portion  of  it  only. 

Ward  V.  Winston,  20  Ala.  167. 

104.  The  declaration  of  a  party  in  possession  of  pergonal 
property  that  it  is  not  his,  but  belongs  to  his  father,  is  com- 
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petent  testimony  for  the  father  against  a  creditor  of  the  son. 
Beall  V.  Ledlow,  14  Ala.  523. 

105.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  competency  of  declarations 
made  by  a  party  to  the  suit,  that  they  were  made  after  the 
suit  was  commenced.    II). 

106.  The  admission  of  a  fact  by  a  party  is  not  conclusive 
upon  him.  That  the  fact  was  otherwise,  may  be  established 
by  proof  aliunde,  although  full  and  unquestionable  proof 
would  be  required  to  outweigh  the  admission.  Bice  v.  Bail- 
Boad  Bank,  7  Humph.  39. 

107.  Admissions  made  by  a  party  to  a  controversy  may 
be  the  best  or  the  weakest  evidence,  according  to  the  attendant 
circumstances  by  which  they  are  to  be  weighed.  Parker  v. 
McNeill,  12  S.  &  M.  355. 

108.  Confessions  must  be  taken  together ;  but  when  extra- 
judicial the  weight  of  evidence  by  which  they  may  be  re- 
butted depends  on  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  as 
discovered  by  the  testimony.  Quick  v.  Johnson,  6  N.  S. 
533. 

109.  The  declarations  of  one  that  he  had  sold  his  crop  of 
cotton  to  the  plaintiff",  made  to  the  witness,  who  saw  him 
delivering  the  cotton,  are  admissible  to  prove  the  fact  of  the 
sale,  though  it  might  be  insufficient  to  prove  the  title  of  the 
seller  to  the  cotton.    Bembert  v.  Brown,  14  Ala.  360. 

110.  Where  the  plaintiff'  admitted,  in  answer  to  an  interro- 
gatory propounded  to  him,  that  he  had  agreed  to  accept  of 
$85  for  his  services,  but  said  that  it  was  on  certain  conditions 
that  were  never  performed,  and  did  not  say  what  those  con- 
ditions were,  nor  show  them  in  proof,  it  was  held,  that  his 
admission  stood  unqualified.  Hughes  Y.Prewitt,  5  Texas, 
264. 

111.  Extra-judicial  admissions  of  parties,  particularly  those 
made  in  loose  conversations,  are  the  worst  species  of  evidence, 
and  entitled  to  little  weight,  unless  it  be  impossible  to 
procure  any  other.  Moorhead  v.  Thompson,  1  Lou.  285; 
Plicque  v.  Lahranche,  9  Lou.  662 ;  Hendricks  v.  Mon^  11 
Lou.  139 ;  McEown  v.  Mathes,  19  Lou.  547. 

112.  Where  a  party  resorts  to  the  conversations  or  admis- 
sions of  the  other,  made  out  of  his  presence,  he  must  take  the 
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whole  or  none.  He  cannot  call  for  those  portions  of  the 
statements  which  are  favorable  to  his  case,  and  reject  the 
rest.  Pratt  v.  Flower,  3  N.  S.  454 ;  Lewis  v.  Gibson,  9  K. 
146.  . 

113.  An  acknowledgment  by  vendor  to  a  third  person  that 
he  owed  damages  to  vendee,  in  consequence  of  the  latter's 
being  evicted  from  part  of  the  land  sold  and  having  had 
worse  land  substituted  in  its  stead,  is  binding.  Barrow  v. 
Cazeaux,  6  Lou.  77. 

114.  Entries  in  the  books  of  an  insolvent  are  evidence 
to  prove  fraud  against  him.  Marmiche  v.  Corrmiagere,  6 
K  S.  658. 

115.  Where  the  question  in  dispute  was,  whether  the 
father  had  made  a  donation  of  certain  slaves  to  the  daughter, 
who  was  dead,  and  whose  husband  claimed  them  by  virtue 
of  that  donation,  proof  of  a  declaration  by  the  daughter,  that 
her  father  had  not  given  her  the  slaves,  was  held  inadmissi- 
ble.    Bray  v.  Curmning,  5  N.  S.  253. 

11^.  The  declarations  of  a  sick  person,  at  any  particular 
time,  of  his  sufferings  and  condition,  are  evidence  so  far  as 
they  refer  to  the  time  at  which  they  are  made ;  but  decla- 
rations of  such  persons  as  to  their  state  and  condition  at  any 
preceding  period  are  not  admissible.  Lush  v.  McDamiel,  13 
Ired.  485. 

117.  The  parol  admission  of  a  party  is  competent  evidence 
of  such  facts  only  as  may  be  established  by  parol  evidence. 
Bivens  v.  MoElroy,  6  Eng.  23. 

118.  The  declarations  of  the  assignor  of  an  account,  made 
after  the  assignment,  are  incompetent  to  prove  errors  in  the 
account.    The  State  v.  Jennings,  5  Eng.  428. 

119.  A  witness  cannot  be  inquired  of  by  the  defendants  in 
regard  to  the  declarations  of  one  who  was  not  a  party  to  the 
suit,  and  who  had  been  examined  by  defendants  themselves 
as  a  witness  in  the  cause,  and  when  he  was  so  examined  was 
in  no  way  cautioned  or  admonished  as  to  those  declara- 
tions.   Mitchell  V.  Welch,  17  Penn.  State  K.  (5  Harris,)  339. 

120.  The  declarations  of  a  party,  in  possession  of  personal 
property,  are  admissible  to  prove  that  he  claimed  the  pro- 
perty as  his  own.    Clealamd  v.  Huey,  18  Ala.  343. 
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121.  Where,  in  a  bill  of  sale  of  slaves,  the  receipt  of  the 
price  in  cash  is  acknowledged,  and  the  purchaser  gives  his 
note  to  the  vendor  for  the  balance  of  an  account,  including 
the  price  of  the  slaves,  held,  that  the  acknowledgment  is  not 
conclusive  proof  that  the  price  has  been  paid.  Hermann  v. 
Hootsell,  18  Lou.  419. 

122.  The  declarations  of  a  party,  made  in  conversation 
with  a  third  person,  and  not  appearing  to  be  a  part  of  any 
business  transaction,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  in  his 
favor.    Sandley  v.  Call,  30  Maine,  (17  Shep.)  9. 

123.  An  admission  of  indebtedness  is  not  evidence  against 
another  creditor,  whose  debt  existed  at  the  time  the  admis- 
sion was  made.  Ta/ylor  v.  Branch  Bank  at  JSuntsville,  14 
Ala.  633. 

124.  The  declarations  of  a  slave,  when  sick,  relative  to  the 
symptoms  and  nature  of  the  disease  under  which  he  is  labor- 
ing, whether  made  to  a  physician  or  other  peraon,  are  admis- 
sible as  original  evidence.  Rowland  v.  Walker,  18  Ala. 
749. 

125.  Acknowledgments  by  one  since  deceased,  proved  by 
a  witness  who  could  not  be  contradicted,  much  less  convicted 
of  perjury,  though  he  had  sworn  falsely,  are  the  weakest  kind 
of  evidence,  and  scarcely  worthy  of  any  belief.  Succession  of 
Fox,  2  E.  299. 

126.  Conversations  of  the  moderator  and  other  inhabitants 
in  a  town  meeting,  relating  to  a  subject  legally  under  con- 
sideration, are  not  admissible  in  evidence  against  the  town. 
Morrell  v.  Dixfield,  30  Maine,  (17  Shep.)  157. 

127.  In  an  action  for  the  value  of  work  done  for  the  de- 
ceased, it  was  proved  to  have  been  performed,  and  two 
witnesses  testified  to  the  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  by  the 
deceased,  m  extremis,  in  the  presence  of  his  wife  and  the 
magistrate  who  was  receiving  his  will,  either  of  whom  might 
have  been  produced  to  contradict  the  statement  if  false,  and 
no  other  attempt  was  made  to  rebut  or  discredit  the  testimony, 
the  claim  will  be  considered  suflBciently  proved.    Succession 

:  of  Fox,  2  R.  299. 

128.  When  a  party  relies  upon  the  confessions  of  his  ad- 
versary for  matter  of  charge,  the  latter  is  entitled  to  all  that 

29 
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was  said,  at  the  same  time,  on  the  same  subject,  by  way  of 
discharge ;  and  the  court  and  jury  may  give  credit  to  what 
charges  tlie  party,  and  disbelieve  matters  said  at  the  same  time 
in  avoidance,  if  the  latter  is  improbable  in  itself,  or  is  shaken 
by  the  other  proofs  in  the  cause.  But  if  the  matter  of  avoid- 
ance relates  to  another  subject,  not  inquired  about  by  the  ex- 
amining party,  although  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue,  it 
is  not  admissible.  Dorlon  v.  Douglass,  6  Barb.  Sup.  Ot. 
461. 

129.  The  declarations  of  a  deceased  person,  against  his  in- 
terest and  in  regard  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  may 
be  given  in  evidence.     Pease  v.  Jenkins,  10  Ired.  356. 

130.  The  declarations  of  a  slave  as  to  his  health  and  bodily 
condition  are  admissible  to  show  the  effects  of  a  blow  upon 
the  head.    Biles  v.  Holmes,  11  Ired.  16. 

131.  Evidence  of  the  complaints  of  suffering  made  by  the 
daughter,  after  receiving  an  injury  from  the  collision  of  two 

.  wagons  upon  a  highway,  during  the  time  when  it  was  mate- 
rial to  prove  that  such  suffering  existed,  is  admissible  in  an 
action  by  the  father  for  damages.  Kennard  v.  Burton,  25 
Maine,  (12  Shep.)  39. 

132.  "Where  a  prisoner  delivered  certain  money  in  a  bag 
to  the  sheriff  who  arrested  him,  declaring  it  to  be  the  pro- 
perty of  A.,  such  declarations  are  admissible  in  a  suit  by  A. 
against  the  sheriff  to  recover  the  property.  Sjpence  v.  Mc- 
Millan, 10  Ala.  583. 

133.  The  entire  confessions  and  statements  of  a  party  must 
be  given  to  the  jury  as  they  were  made,  but  the  jury  may 
believe  a  portion  and  disregard  the  rest  of  such  confessions 
and  statements.     Coon  v.  The  State,  13  S.  &  M.  246. 

134.  Where  the  liability  of  defendant  is  sought  to  be  proved 
by  inference  from  circumstances  and  from  his  verbal  declara- 
tions and  admissions,  he  is  entitled  to  demand  that  all  the 
circumstances  and  all  his  conversations  relating  to  the  subject- 
matter  should  be  taken  into  consideration.  Weslit  v.  Strin- 
ger, 2  Duer,  26. 

136.  The  declarations  of  a  person,  respecting  the  title  to 
personal  property  in  his  possession  at  the  time,  are  competent 
evidence  against  the  title  of  a  person  claiming  title  through 
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him,  though  such  person  be  present  and  might  be  called  as  a 
witness.     Holt  v.  Walker,  26  Maine,  (13  Shep.)  107. 

136.  The  declarations  of  a  deceased  witness,  made  ante 
litem  motam,  are  admissible  to  aid  the  presumption  of  a  re- 
mote transaction.     Jones  v.  Jones,  3  Strobh.  315. 

137.  In  an  action  for  fraud  in  the  sale  of  a  slave^  the  de- 
clarations of  the  slave,  made  at  any  particular  time,  as  to  the 
state  of  his  health  at  the  time,  are,  from  necessity,  admissible 
in  evidence.    Roulhac  v.  White,  9  Ired.  63. 

138.  A  witness  who  deposes  to  the  declarations  or  admis- 
sions of  a  party,  must  give  the  precise  language  used  by  him, 
if  he  can,  or  at  least  the  substance  of  what  he  said.  Dennis 
V.  Chapman,  19  Ala.  29. 

139.  Proof  of  declarations,  verbal  or  written,  made  by  a 
witness  out  of  court,  is,  as  a  general  rule,  inadmissible  in  cor- 
roboration of  testimony  given  by  him  on  the  trial  of  a  cause. 
Nichols  V.  Stewart,  20  Ala.  358. 

140.  Declarations  or  admissions  against  the  interest  of  the 
party  making  them,  that  he  holds  as  tenant  or  trustee  for 
another,  are  admissible  against  him  and  those  who  succeed 
to  his  rights  or  estate.     Brewer  v.  Brewer,  19  Ala.  481. 

141.  Where  one,  who  had  been  unable  to  comply  with  a 
contract  to  furnish  materials  at  a  certain  time,  and  who  is 
permitted  to  furnish  them  afterwards,  claims  in  his  petition 
the  original  contract  price,  but  in  a  supplemental  petition 
demands  a  larger  sum  on  a  quantum  meruit,  the  amount 
claimed  in  the  petition  will  be  considered  as  fixing  the  price 
for  which  the  contract  was  to  be  performed  after  the  period 
originally  fixed  for  its  performance.  Legrave  v.  Fowler,  4 
An.  243. 

142.  Declarations  of  a  party  made  after  suit  brought,  or 
after  a  rupture  between  the  parties,  are  clearly  inadmissible. 

Weimore  v.  Mell,  1  Ohio,  26. 

143.  By  the  French  law,  the  receipt  of  the  husband  to  a 
person  by  whom  the  dowry  was  due,  although  by  private 
act,  provided  its  date  be  certain  and  anterior  to  suit  by  the 
creditors,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  payment,  subject  to  the 
right  of  the  latter  to  controvert  the  receipt  and  prove  its  sim- 
ulation.   Succession  of  Ouillemin,  2  An.  634. 
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144.  The  acknowledgment  of  the  husband  is  not  received 
as  proof,  when  the  dowry  purports  to  have  been  consti- 
tuted by  the  wife  herself,  the  legal  presumption  being  that 
"  (Pest  donner  a  sa  femme  que  de  reconnaitre  en  avoir  regu 
quoique  ce  soit ;"  in  such  a  case  the  acknowledgment  of  the 
husband  is  not  even  binding  on  him  or  his  heirs ;  the  wife 
must  prove  the  origin  of  the  money  and  the  truth  of  the 
receipt.    Ih. 

145.  It  is  otherwise  as  to  the  acknowledgment  by  the  hus- 
band in  the  marriage  contract  of  the  estimated  value  of 
clothing,  linen  and  jewelry,  brought  by  the  wife  into  the 
marriage,  to  an  amount  suitable  to  her  condition ;  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  she  had  such  things.     li. 

146.  Admissions  made  by  a  person  to  deter  creditors  from 
seizing  the  property,  or  from  any  other  motive  than  a  direct 
intention  to  bestow  it  on  another,  are  entitled  to  no  weight 
against  him.     Prater  v.  Frazier,  6  Eng.  249. 

147.  "Where  one  who  continues  in  possession  of  property, 
makes  admissions  that  it  belongs  to  another,  in  a  contest  be- 
tween them  for  the  property,  it  is  competent  to  show  a  mis- 
take of  law  or  fact  to  rebut  such  admissions,  and  to  show  that 
they  were  not  true.     lb. 

148.  A  declaration  by  the  vendor  in  an  act  of  sale,  sous 
semgprive,  that  the  price  had  been  paid,  is  not  proof  of  pay- 
ment against  third  persons,  who  have  brought  a  revocatory 
action  to  set  aside  such  sale  as  fraudulent.  Fisher  v.  Moore, 
12  E.  95. 

149.  The  confessions  or  admissions  of  a  party  should 
always  be  received  with  caution,  and  unless  made  fully  and 
fairly,  and  on  occasions  to  call  out  the  truth,  and  on  reflec- 
tion, or  if  made  in  casual  conversation  after  great  lapse  of 
time,  are  the  weakest  possible  evidence  admitted  in  courts 
of  justice.    Prater  v.  Frazier,  6  Eng.  249. 

150.  Purchasers  of  land  from  a  party  in  whose  favor  a 
judgment  had  been  rendered,  based  on  the  admission  of  his 
title  by  the  defendant,  are  not  bound  to  inquire  into  the 
truth  of  the  admission.  It  is  sufficient  for  them,  in  a  contest 
with  the  heirs  of  the  party  by  whom  the  admission  was  made, 
that  the  admission  is  on  the  records  of  the  court,  and  that  a 
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judgment  had  been  rendered  on  it.    Hughey  v.  Barrow,  i 
An.  249. 

151.  The  declarations  of  a  party  in  possession  are  admis- 
sible to  explain  the  nature  of  his  possession — as  that  he  holds 
under  a  claim  of  his  own,  or  under  that  of  another — ^but  they 
are  not  admissible  to  show  that  he  had  previously  sold  the 
property  to  a  third  person.     Madden  v.  Powell,  17  Ala.  314. 

162.  "Where  the  affidavit  of  a  party,  stating  the  facts  which 
he  intends  to  establish  by  a  witness,  is  ofi'ered  to  obtain  a 
continuance  on  account  of  the  absence  of  the  latter,  and  his 
opponent,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  the  case,  admits  that  the 
witness,  if  present,  would  swear  to  the  facts  stated  in  the 
affidavit,  and  the  case  is  afterwards  continued  on  other 
grounds,  the  affidavit  and  admission  cannot  be  used  at  any 
subsequent  term.    Driggs  v.  Morgan,  10  K.  119. 

163.  The  fact  that  a  witness  was  taken  sick  the  day  pre- 
vious to  the  trial,  is  not  a  circumstance  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  admission  of  his  declarations  on  the  ground  of  necessity. 
Oaither  v.  Martin,  3  Md.  146. 

154.  In  an  action  by  the  legal  heirs  against  particular 
legatees  and  the  instituted  heir,  to  have  the  legacies  annulled, 
an  answer  by  the  instituted  heir  that  the  dispositions  of  the 
will  are  valid,  and  a  prayer  that  the  will  might  be  main- 
tained in  all  its  parts  and  the  petition  dismissed,  does  not 
amount  to  an  acquiescence  on  his  part  in  the  illegal  disposi- 
tions, nor  to  a  consent  that  the  legatees  shall  take  the  lega- 
cies, notwithstanding  their  illegality.  Prevost  v.  Martel,  10 
K.  512. 

155.  The  whole  of  the  declarations  of  a  party,  made  at  the 
time,  if  pertinent  to  the  issues,  must  be  given,  where  the 
other  party  offers  evidence  of  such  declarations.  Omrma/n, 
v.  Coble,  13  Ired.  1. 

156.  That  the  principal  in  an  auctioneer's  bond  is  therein 
described  as  an  auctioneer,  is  evidence  of  the  fact  against  the 
surety  therein.    Ducham/p  v.  Nicholson,  2  N.  S.  6T2. 

157.  The  court  is  not  concluded  from  examining  the  plead- 
ings, in  all  cases,  to  decide  on  the  admissibility  of  evidence, 
for  it  may  be  entirely  dependent  upon  them.  Marshall  v. 
Eaney,  9  Gill,  251 
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158.  The  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  introduce  incompetent 
evidence — ^tlie  declarations  of  a  witness.  The  defendant  after- 
wards examined  the  witness  himself,  whereby  his  declara- 
tions, previously  given  in  evidence,  became  competent  for 
the  purpose  of  contradicting  him.  A  verdict  was  given  for 
the  plaintiff.  On  appeal,  by  defendant,  the  court  refused  to 
grant  a  new  trial.    Robinson  v,  Blakeley,  4  Kich.  586. 

159.  Where  the  oral  admissions  of  a  party  are  resorted  to 
as  evidence  against  him,  the  rule,  as  now  established,  permits 
the  court  and  jury  to  believe  that  part  of  an  admission  which 
charges  the  party  who  makes  it,  and  to  disbelieve  that  part 
which  discharges,  when  the  latter  is  improbable  on  its  face, 
or  discredited  by  the  other  testimony.  Roberts  v.  Qee,  16 
Barb.  449. 

160.  The  admission  of  the  owner  of  goods  that  he  has 
made  a  sale,  and  received  the  purchase-money  upon  the 
guaranty  of  the  broker,  is  competent  evidence  against  the 
purchaser,  in  an  action  by  the  broker  after  the  owner's  death  ; 
and  in  connection  with  other  circumstances,  is  sufficient  to 
authorize  the  plaintiff  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  question 
of  guaranty.    White  v.  Chouteau,  10  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  202. 

161.  The  declarations  of  the  accused,  made  after  the  com- 
mission of  the  act  with  which  he  stands  charged,  where  they 
form  no  part  of  the  res  gestm,  are  not  admissible  in  his  favor 
as  original,  independent  testimony.  Oliver  v.  The  State,  17 
Ala.  587. 

162.  The  declarations  of  a  party,  while  in  the  possession 
of  property,  as  to  the  ownership,  when  it  was  against  his  in- 
terest to  make  them,  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  one 
who  subsequently  acquires  a  title  to  the  property  from  the 
declarant.    Maxwell  v.  Harrison,  8  Geo.  61. 

163.  The  admissions  of  a  party  made  under  oath  as  a  wit- 
ness, or  in  a  voluntary  affidavit,  may  be  given  in  evidence 
against  him  in  a  suit  to  which  he  is  a  party.    lb. 
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1.  An  opinion  of  a  witness  that  certain  articles  in  an  ac- 
count were  necessary  for  A.  B.,  a  minor,  is  incompetent ;  he 
must  state  the  facts  as  to  the  condition  of  A.  B.,  and  leave  the 
inference  to  the  jury.  Merritt  v.  Seamcm,  2  Selden,  (IT.  T.) 
168. 

2.  A  land  surveyor  testified  that  he  had  run  out  the  lines 
of  lots  surveyed  by  a  former  surveyor,  and  was  familiar  with 
his  mode  of  marking  corners,  and  then  testified  to  certain 
marks  upon  certain  alleged  corners,  as  having  been  made  by 
the  former  surveyor.  Held,  that  his  belief  that  the  marks 
were  those  made  by  the  former  surveyor,  was  not  evidence  to 
be  received  by  the  jury  as  the  opinion  of  an  expert,  but  was 
merely  the  testimony  of  a  witness  to  a  fact  within  his  know- 
ledge, and  was  to  be  credited  by  the  jury  only  so  far  as  they 
believed  him  able,  from  his  personal  knowledge,  to  identify 
the  marks  in  question.    Barron  v.  Cdbleigh,  11  N.  H.  557. 

3.  On  the  trial  of  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  injury 
done  to  the  plaintiff's  garden  and  nursery  by  the  smoke,  heat 
and  gas  proceeding  from  the  defendant's  brick-kiln,  after  two 
gardeners,  who  had  much  experience  in  raising  and  cultivat- 
ing fruit-trees,  shrubs  and  plants,  had  testified  to  the  particu- 
lars of  the  plaintiff's  injury,  they  were  asked  by  the  plaintiff, 
"  what  was  the  amount  of  damage"  caused  by  the  injury,  to 
which  they  had  before  testified.  Held,  that  these  witnesses 
might  give  their  opinion  as  to  the  amount  of  such  damage. 

Vandine  v.  Burpee,  13  Met.  288. 

4.  The  opinions  of  witnesses  not  examined  as  experts  may 
be  admissible  from  the  necessity  of  the  case.  Rochester  and 
Syracuse  RaiT^Boad  Co.  v.  Budlong,  10  How.  Pr.  289. 

5.  The  admissibility  of  the  opinions  of  witnesses  as  to  the 
value  of  property  which  they  have  not  seen,  considered. 
Harper  v.  Leal,  10  How.  Pr.  276. 
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6.  A  person  performing  work  is  entitled  to  recover,  not 
what  he  pays  his  workmen  therefor,  with  a  per  centage,  but 
quantum  meruit,  and  as  to  the  materials  furnished,  quantum, 
valebant.  Hence,  where  the  plaintiff,  after  giving  testimony 
of  the  correctness  of  his  accounts,  proved  entries  in  his  books 
of  charges  for  labor  and  materials  done  and  furnished  for  the 
defendant,  held,  that  the  defendant  was  not  concluded  there- 
by, but  was  entitled  to  show,  by  experts,  who  had  examined 
such  work  and  materials,  the  true  amount  and  value  thereof. 
Eauptman  v.  Catlin,  1  Smith's  C.  P.  K.  729. 

T.  Where  a  witness,  in  his  deposition,  stated  that  he  at- 
tended a  certain  negro  "  as  a  physician,"  it  was  held,  that 
this  was  sufficient  evidence  that  he  was  a  physician,  to  war- 
rant the  admission  of  his  opinions  in  evidence  respecting  the 
disease  of  the  negro.   Washington  v.  Cole,  6  Ala.  212. 

8.  Where,  on  a  trial,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  asks  a 
witness  a  question  involving  scientific  opinions,  in  a  matter 
wherein  he  professes  skill,  if  it  be  isolated  and  not  coupled 
with  any  other  proposition,  it  is  proper  evidence  to  be  re- 
ceived. But  the  statements  of  books  of  science,  not  verified 
by  his  own  experience,  is  of  no  more  authority  than  the 
books  themselves.  The  opinions  given  in  such  books  are  not 
legal  evidence.    Imning  v.  Ths  State,  1  Chand.  (Wis.)  264. 

9.  It  is  wholly  within  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  hear  or 
reject  the  reading  of  scientific  books,  on  the  trial  of  a 
cause.    lb. 

10.  Nothing  is  more  certain  than  that,  where  terms  of  art 
are  used  in  contracts,  if  there  be  any  doubt  as  to  the  sense  in 
which  they  are  used  and  ought  to  be  applied,  resort  is  to  be 
tad  to  the  opinion  of  professional  men  to  ascertain  the  tech- 
nical meaning  attached  to  them  by  those  most  conversant 
with  their  use.    Heed  v.  Sbhhs,  2  Scam.  297. 

11.  In  cases  involving  questions  oi  science  or  skill,  or  relat- 
ing to  some  art  or  trade,  experts  are  permitted  to  give  opin- 
ions ;  the  principle  embraces  all  questions  except  those,  the 
knowledge  of  which  is  presumed  to  be  common  to  all  men. 
So  the  business,  which  has  a  particular  class  devoted  to  its 
pursuit,  is  an  art  or  trade  within  the  rule.  So  opinions  may 
be  given  upon  qiiestions  of  value  and  damages.  Rochester  and 
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Syracv^e  B.  B.,  respondents,  v.  Milton  JBudlonff,   10  How. 
Pr.  289  ;  M'Kee  v.  Mlson,  4  CoweD,  355. 

12.  Where  the  answer  of  a  witness  in  a  deposition  asserts 
that  her  experience  in  the  particular  avocation  of  a  midwife 
enables  her  to  judge  of  particular  diseases  in  females,  and 
the  opposite  party  omits  to  test  her  knowledge  or  experience 
by  a  cross-examination,  quere,  if  an  objection  will  lie  to  an 
answer,  stating  her  opinion  and  belief.  Milton  r.  Bowland, 
11  Ala.  T32. 

13.  A  witness  who  was  a  clerk  in  chancery,  and  who  tes- 
tified that  he  had  been  accustomed  to  examine  signatures  as 
to  their  being  genuine,  is  not  entitled  to  give  an  opinion,  as 
a  person  skilled  in  detecting  forgeries,  whether  a  signature 
is  genuine  or  imitated.  The  People  v.  Spooner,  1  Denio, 
348. 

14.  Exjperts  are  not  allowed  to  give  their  opinions  on  the 
case  where  its  facts  are  controverted ;  but  counsel  may  put 
to  them  a  state  of  facts,  and  ask  their  opinions  thereon. 
United  States  v.  McGlue,  1  Curtis  Ct.  Ot.  1. 

15.  "Where  parties  had  contracted  for  the  repairs  of  a  vessel, 
to  be  completed  by  the  first  of  June,  and  the  repairs  were 
not  completed  until  the  seventeenth  of  July,  and  the  repairs, 
when  done,  were  not  according  to  contract,  it  was  held,  that 
witnesses,  who  were  not  ship-carpenters,  but  who  had  been 
in  and  about  ships  as  masters  and  workmen,  were  competent 
witnesses  to  show  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the 
vessel  thus  repaired,  and  what  it  would  have  been  had  the 
vessel  been  repaired  according  to  contract ;  and  in  addition 
to  other  damages,  the  owner  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  what 
would  have  been  earned  as  freight  after  the  first  of  June. 
Sihes  V.  Paine,  10  Ired.  280. 

16.  The  opinion,  not  only  of  cashiers  and  tellers  of  banks, 
is  admissible  as  to  the  genuineness  of  a  bank  note,  but  also 
that  of  merchants,  brokers  and  others,  who  habitually  re- 
ceive and  pass  the  notes  of  a  bank  for  a  long  course  of  time, 
so  as  to  become  thoroughly  acquainted  with  them,  and  able 
to  judge  between  a  true  and  counterfeit  bill,  and  have  that 
knowledge,  among  other  things,  tested  by  the  fact,  that  no 
bill,  passed  by  the  witness,  has  been  returned,  though  there 
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has  been  time  for  it,  if  any  of  them  were  not  genuine.     The 
State  V.  CheeTc,  13  Ired.  114, 

17.  It  is  not,  in  general,  competent  for  witnesses  to  state 
opinions  or  conclusions  from  facts,  whether  such  facts  are 
Imown  to  them  or  derived  from  others ;  the  exceptions  to 
the  rule  being  confined  to  questions  of  science,  trade,  and  a 
few  others  of  the  same  nature.  Moorhouse  v.  Mathews,  2 
Comst.  .^14. 

18.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  contract 
in  not  feeding  to  the  plaintiff's  cattle  as  good  hay  as  the  de- 
fendant agreed,  it  was  held,  that  a  witness  who  knew  the 
cattle,  and  the  hay  upon  which  they  had  been  fed,  should 
not  be  permitted  to  state  his  opinion  as  to  the  amount  of 
damage.    II). 

19.  On  a  criminal  trial,  an  expert  in  handwriting  may  tes- 
tify whether,  in  his  opinion,  anonymous  letters,  written  in  a 
disguised  hand,  and  calculated  to  divert  suspicion  from  the 
defendant,  are  in  the  defendant's  handwriting,  and  may  give 
his  reasons  for  his  opinion.  Commonwealth  v.  Weister,  6 
Cush.  295. 

20.  On  a  criminal  trial,  an  expert  in  handwriting,  who  has 
testified  that,  in  his  opinion,  certain  anonymous  letters, 
written  in  a  disguised  hand,  and  calculated  to  divert  suspi- 
cion from  the  defendant,  are  in  the  defendant's  handwriting, 
and  that  some  parts  of  them  could  not  have  been  made  with 
a  pen,  cannot  be  asked  whether  those  marks  were  made 
with  a  peculiar  instrument  found  in  the  defendant's  posses- 
sion,    lb. 

21.  The  opinion  of  a  man  who  had  followed  the  seas  for 
forty  years,  who  had  been  in  the  habit  of  carrying,  and  un- 
derstood the  proper  method  of  stowing  the  article,  for  an  in- 
jury to  which  the  action  was  brought  against  a  ship-owner, 
is  admissible  upon  the  question  whether  such  article  was 
properly  stowed,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  an  expert.  Price 
V.  Powell,  3  Comst.  322. 

22.  A  witness,  not  skilled  in  the  science  or  art  touching 
which  his  opinion  is  asked,  is  incompetent  to  give  an  opinion. 
He  can  only  state  facts,  and  the  jury  must  draw  conclusions. 
.Luning  v.  The  State,  1  Chand.  (Wis.)  178. 
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23.  An  expert,  who  has  heard  the  whole  evidence  given 
in  a  cause,  is  incompetent  to  give  his  opinion  as  to  the  effect 
of  such  evidence.  But  he  may  give  his  opinion  on  a  case 
hypothetically  stated.    II. 

24.  As  to  when  the  opinions  of  experts  are  evidence,  and 
the  effect  of  such  evidence,  see  State  v.  Claris,  12  Ired.  151. 

25.  In  an  action  upon  a  covenant  of  warranty  of  the  sound- 
ness of  a  slave,  the  opinion  of  the  physician  who  attended 
the  deceased  slave  as  to  the  character  and  derivation  of  his 
disease,  and  also  the  statements  of  the  slave  made  to  the 
physician  and  others,  as  to  the  symptoms  and  effects  of  his 
disease,  are  competent  evidence.  Jones  v.  White,  11  Humph. 
268. 

26.  Experts  may  be  called  to  decipher  abbreviated  and 
elliptical  entries  in  the  book  of  a  notary  who  is  deceased. 
Sheldon  v.  Benham,  4  Hill,  129. 

27.  The  testimony  of  experts,  as  experts,  cannot  be  received 
on  subjects  of  general  knowledge,  familiar  to  men  in  general, 
and  with  which  jurors  are  presumed  to  be-acquainted.  Con- 
cm-d  Bail-Road  v.  Qreely,  3  Foster,  (IST.  H.)  237. 

28.  A  witness,  who  is  not  a  medical  man,  is  incompetent 
to  express  an  opinion  as  to  the  particular  species  of  fits  with 
which  any  one  is  afflicted.     McLeam,  v.  The  State,  16  Ala.  672. 

29.  The  opinion  of  a  witness  may  be  given  in  evidence  as 
to  the  insolvency  of  a  person,  provided  it  is  accompanied  by 
the  facts  upon  which  the  opinion  is  founded.  Crawford  v. 
Andrews,  6  Geo.  244. 

30.  As  a  general  rule,  the  opinion  of  witnesses  is  not  to  be 
received  in  evidence,  merely  because  they  may  have  had 
some  experience,  or  greater  opportunities  of  observation 
than  others,  unless  they  relate  to  matters  of  skill  and  science. 
Bobertson  v.  StarTc,  16  F.  H.  109. 

31.  The  opinion  of  an  experienced  teamster  respecting  the 
value  of  horses,  harnesses  and  wagon,  which  are  familiar  to 
him,  is  not  admissible ;  it  not  being  a  matter  of  skill  or 
science.    Ih. 

32.  Physicians  alone  are  permitted  to  give  their  opinion 
as  to  the  existence,  nature  or  extent  of  disease  in  any  per- 
son.   As,  where  it  is  alleged  that  a  slave  was  unsound  at  the 
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time  of  her  sale,  in  consequence  of  her  then  having  the  ve- 
nereal disease,  evidence  of  physicians  is  competent  to  show, 
that  the  disease  did  not  at  the  time  prevail  in  the  neighbor- 
hood in  which  she  was  sold,  but  did  prevail  in  the  town,  about 
seventy-five  miles  distant,  to  which  she  was  taken  by  the 
purchaser  soon  after  the  sale.  Lush  v.  MoDcmiel,  13  Ired. 
485.  ■ 

33.  One  conversant  with  steamboats,  as  master,  engineer 
and  builder,  having  examined  a  boat  injured  by  a  collision 
on  the  Ohio  Eiver,  may  state,  in  connection  with  the  facts, 
his  opinion  as  to  the  direction  from  which  the  boat  was  struck, 
at  the  moment  of  contact.  Steamboat  Clipper  v.  Logan,  18 
Ohio,  375. 

34.  So  he  may  describe  her  condition,  and  say  whether,  in 
his  opinion,  she  is  worth  repairing.     Ih. 

35.  The  testimony  of  experts  is  admissible  where  the 
figures  expressing  the  date  of  an  instrument  are  obscure  and 
difficult  to  be  deciphered,  to  show  what  the  true  date  is.  Stone 
V.  Hullard,  7  Gush,  595. 

36.  The  opinions  of  witnesses  as  to  damage  or  loss  are  not 
competent  evidence,  even  in  cases  where  the  damages  claimed 
are  a  proper  subject  of  recovery.  Giles  v.  0'' Toole,  4  Barb. 
Sup.  Ct.  261. 

37.  A  party  is  not  entitled  to  ask  the  opinion  of  a  profes- 
sional witness  upon  any  question,  except  one  of  skill  or  science. 
The  People  v.  Bodine,  1  Denio,  281. 

38.  Witnesses,  who  are  not  mechanics  or  masons,  are 
competent  to  prove  that  a  wall  of  a  house  was  badly  built. 
Pullman  v.  Corning,  14  Barb.  174. 

39.  Opinions  not  only  admissible  where  the  nature  of 
the  inquiry  involves  a  question  of  science  or  art,  or  of  pro- 
fessional or  mechanical  skill,  and  then  only  from  persons 
skilled  in  the  particular  business  to  which  the  question  re- 
lates. Protection  Ins.  Co.  t.  Harmer,  2  Ohio,  (Warden,) 
452. 

40.  The  opinion  of  a  physician,  examined  as  an  expert,  may 
be  asked  upon  a  hypothetical  state  of  facts.  Lake  v.  The 
People,  1  Parker's  Or.  495. 

41.  The  opinion  of  a  physician,  examined  as  an  expert,  must 
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be  based  on  all  the  testimony  relating  to  the  matter,  and  if 
he  has  only  heard  a  part,  his  opinion  is  inadmissible.     Ih. 

42.  A  witness  may  be  asked  his  opinion,  as  an  expert^  when 
the  question  relates  to  a  deduction  from  facts  concerning 
which  he  has  a  knowledge  peculiar  to  his  science,  art  or 
profession,  and  which  knowledge  is  not  common  to  the  world ; 
thus,  a  mason  may  be  asked  how  long  it  would  take  to  dry 
the  walls  of  a  house,  so  as  to  render  it  fit  and  safe  for  human 
habitation.     Smith  v.  Chigerty,  4  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  614. 

43.  One  who  has  been  a  surveyor  of  highways,  at  three  or 
four  different  periods,  and  has  often  been  employed  by  the 
county  commissioners  as  a  surveyor,  to  assist  in  laying  out 
roads,  as  to  grades,  but  not  in  the  construction  of  roads,  is 
not  competent,  as  an  exjpert,  to  testify  as  to  his  opinion  con- 
cerning the  safety  and  convenience  of  a  particular  road. 
Lincoln  v.  Barre,  5  Oush.  590. 

44.  The  general  rule  of  this  state  is,  that  the  opinions  of 
witnesses  are  not  competent  evidence,  except  on  questions  of 
science,  trade  and  skill.  Marshall  v.  Columbian  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  7  Foster,  (N.  H.)  157. 

45.  Experts  are  not  allowed  to  give  their  opinions  on  the 
case,  where  its  facts  are  controverted ;  but  counsel  may  put 
to  them  a  state  of  facts,  and  ask  their  opinions  thereon. 
United  States  v.  McGlue,  1  Curtis  Ct.  Ct.  1. 

46.  The  value  of  a  mill  cannot  be  shown  by  the  opinion . 
of  a  witness  who  has  never  seen  it.    Westlahe  v.  The  St.  Law- 
rence County  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  14  Barb.  206. 

47.  Opinions  of  persons  acquainted  with  the  land  are  com- 
petent in  proof  of  its  value.  Clerh  v.  Baird,  Court  of  Ap- 
peals, (Selden,)  Dec,  1853. 

48.  Where  the  signature  of  a  party  is  in  controversy,  and 
signatures  of  the  same  party,  admitted  to  be  genuine,  are 
before  the  court,  experts  may  be  called  to  give  their  opin- 
ion, on  comparing  the  former  with  the  latter,  whether  the 
one  controverted  is  genuine.  HicTcs  v.  Person,  19  Ohio, 
426. 

49.  An  experienced  physician,  after  having  made  a,  post 
mortem  examination  of  the  body  of  a  female,  may,  as  an  ex- 
pert, offer  his  opinion  as  to  whether  she  had  been  pregnant, 
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and  what  was  the  cause  of  her  death.     The  State  v.  Smithy 
32  Maine,  (2  Eed.)  369. 

60.  It  seems  that  the  rule  sometimes  allowed  to  prevail, 
admitting  experts  to  give  an  opinion  whether  a  signature  is 
genuine  or  imitated,  is  not  well  established  upon  authority, 
and  that  such  testimony  is  incompetent.  Furbur  v.  HilUard, 
2  N.  H.  480. 

51.  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  a  warranty,  on  the  sale  of  a 
cow,  that  she  was  good  and  young,  it  was  held,  that  a  witness 
who  had  seen  and  knew  the  cow  might  be  asked  what  she 
would  have  been  worth,  if  good  and  young,  and  also  what 
she  would  have  been  worth,  provided  she  gave  four  quarts 
of  milk  a  day.    Joy  v.  Hophins,  5  Denio,  84. 

52.  A  negro  trader  may  testify  as  to  the  value  of  a  slave 
at  a  particular  time,  although  he  never  saw  the  slave  until 
three  years  after  that  time ;  and  however  weak  and  unsatis- 
factory such  proof  may  be,  it  is  error  to  reject  it  when  offered. 
Dixon  V.  JBarolay,  22  Ala.  370. 

53.  In  an  action  against  an  attorney  at  law  for  negligence 
in  conducting  and  prosecuting  the  claim  of  his  client,  the 
opinion  of  a  witness,  as  to  the  discretion  exercised  by  the  de- 
fen'dant,  cannot  be  given  in  evidence.  Livingston  v.  Oox,  8 
Watts  &  Serg.  61. 

54.  The  opinions  of  witnesses  possessing  peculiar  skill  is 
.admissible  whenever  the  subject-matter  of  inquiry  is  such 
that  inexperienced  persons  are  likely  to  prove  incapable  of 
forming  a  correct  judgment  upon  it  without  assistance ;  in 
other  words,  when  it  so  far  partakes  of  the  nature  of  a 
science  as  to  require  a  previous  habit  or  study,  in  order  to 
attain  a  knowledge  of  it.  Folkes  v.  Chudd,  3  Doug.  157  ;  1 
Smith's  Leading  Cases,  630,  5th  American  edition. 

55.  The  right  to  call  in  persons  acquainted  with  the  busi- 
ness of  insurance  to  give  their  opinion  as  to  the  materiality 
of  a  misrepresentation  or  concealment,  was  conceded  in 
Marshall  v.  The  Marine  Insurance  Co..,  2  "Wash.  C.  C.  558, 
but  denied  in  Jefferson  Insurance  Co.  v.  Cotheal,  T  Wend.  72. 

56.  The  only  case  where  opinions  are  evidence  is  on  those 
where  the  nature  of  the  question  at  issue  is  such  that  the 
jury  are  incompetent  to  draw  their  own  conclusions  from  the 
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facts  without  the  aid  of  the  knowledge  of  persons  whose  skill 
is  superior  to  their  own.  Norman  v.  Wells^  17  "Wend.  136 ; 
Fish  V.  Bodge,  4  Denio,  311 ;  New-England  Glass  Co.  v. 
L&oeTl,  7  Cush.  219. 

57.  A  person  skilled  in  judging  handwritings  is  not  there- 
fore competent  to  give  his  opinion  whether  an  erasure  has 
been  made  or  not  in  an  instrument.  Swan  v.  0^ Fallon,  7 
Mis.  231. 

58.  The  opinions  of  witnesses  as  to  the  amount  of  damages 
a  tenant  has  sustained  by  the  deprivation  or  withdrawal  of 
water  from  a  tavern  leased  to  him,  are  not  admissible  as  evi- 
dence.    Harger  v.  Edmonds,  4  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  256. 

59.  A  witness,  not  a  professional  man,  may  give  his 
opinion  in  evidence,  in  connection  with  the  facts  on  which 
his  opinion  is  founded,  and  as  derived  from  them.  Morse  v. 
Crawford,  17  Yt.  499. 

60.  A  witness  will  not  be  allowed  to  testify  as  to  his 
opinion,  based  upon  the  testimony  he  may  have  heard  given 
in  the  cause,  unless  it  be  in  a  matter  of  skill,  and  the  witness 
be  an  expert.     Daniels  v.  Mosher,  2  Mich.  (Gibbs,)  183. 

61.  Tlie  value  of  services  may  be  proved  by  the  opinions 
of  witnesses  who  are  acquainted  with  the  value  of  labor  in 
the  vicinity.     Lewis  v.  Trickey,  20  Barb.  387. 

62.  But  a  defendant  cannot  prove  by  witnesses  what  the 
plaintiff's  services  were  worth,  over  and  above  his  board, 
clothing,  &c.,  furnished  by  the  defendant,  without  proving, 
or  offering  to  prove,  that  the  witnesses  knew  the  quantity  or 
value  of  either  item  assumed  by  the  question  to  have  been 
proved.    lb. 

63.  Neither  can  the  defendant  be  permitted  to  ask  how 
much,  under  all  the  circumstances,  were  the  plaintiff's  ser- 
vices worth  over  his  board.    li. 
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1.  Where  handwriting  is  to  be  proved  by  comparison,  the 
standard  used  for  the  purpose  must  be  a  genuine  and  original 
writing,  and  must  first  be  established  by  clear  and  undoubted 
proof.  Impressions  of  writings  taken  by  means  of  a  press, 
and  duplicates  made  by  a  copying  machine,  are  not  originals, 
and  cannot  be  used  as  standards  of  comparison.  Common- 
wealth V.  Eastman,  1  Oush.  189. 

2.  Prima  facie  evidence  that  subscribing  witnesses  to  a 
bond  reside  out  of  the  state  is  sufficient  to  let  in  evidence 
of  their  handwriting.     Gordon  v.  Miller,  1  Smith,  297. 

3.  A  witness,  after  testifying  that  he  had  seen  a  party 
write,  may  state  his  belief  of  the  genuineness  of  the  party's 
signature.  And  on  such  testimony  it  is  competent  for  the 
jury  to  find  that  the  signature  was  that  of  the  party.  Mop- 
Tcvm  v.  MeggvAre,  35  Maine,  (5  Eed.)  78. 

4.  The  mark  of  a  party  to  an  instrument,  like  his  hand- 
writing, may  be  proved  by  a  witness,  who  is  sufficiently  ac- 
quainted with  it  as  to  be  able  to  testify  that  he  believes  it 
to  be  his.    Strong  v.  Brewer,  17  Ala.  706. 

5.  Where  the  sole  subscribing  witness  to  an  instrument  is 
incompetent  to  testify,  from  relationship  to  one  of  the  parties, 
his  signature  may  be  proved,  though  he  be  present.  Bua/rd 
v.  Buard,  5  N.  S.  134. 

6.  The  subscribing  witness  was  dead,  and  the  deed,  which 
was  of  land  in  S.  county,  where  the  trial  was  had,  had  upon 
it  a  certificate  that  its  execution  had  been  acknowledged  by 
the  grantors  before  him,  as  a  commissioner  of  deeds  of  A. 
county,  and  there  was  no  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  A. 
county  that  the  witness  was  such  commissioner,  &c.  Held, 
that  proof  of  the  witness'  signature  was  competent.  Borst 
V.  Em:pie,  1  Selden,  (N.  T.)  33. 

7.  The  subscribing  witness  to  an  instrument,  not  authentic, 
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should  be  resorted  to  in  the  first  instance  to  prove  it ;  and 
other  testimony  cannot  be  heard  till  his  non-production  be 
accounted  for.    Labarihe  v.  Oerbeau,  1  E".  S.  486. 

8.  To  prove  the  signature  of  a  person,  it  is  not  enough  to 
show  that  it  is  the  same  with  the  signature  of  a  man  bearing 
the  same  name,  but  it  must  be  proved  to  have  been  written 
by  the  same  person.    Kinney  v.  Flynn,  2  B.  I.  319. 

9.  A  witness  is  required  to  possess  a  knowledge  of  the 
person's  handwriting,  either  from  having  seen  him  write 
or  from  being  familiar  with  his  handwriting,  before  he  can 
be  allowed  to  testify  to  the  genuineness  of  the  signature,  and 
will  not  be  allowed  to  testify  from  a  comparison  of  handwrit- 
ing. He  must  swear  to  the  correspondence  of  the  signature 
with  an  exemplar  existing  in  his  own  mind.     Ih. 

10.  If  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  deed  have  left  the 
state,  or  are  incompetent  from  interest,  proof  of  the  hand- 
writing of  the  grantor  alone  is  sufficient  to  admit  it  in  evi- 
dence.    Cox  V.  Davis,  17  Ala.  Y14. 

11.  Where  the  handwriting  of  a  party  who  signs  a  paper 
is  proved,  the  contents  are  also  thereby  established  until  the 
contrary  appears.  The  execution  and  delivery  import  that 
the  instrument  is  truly  dated.     Olenn  v.  Grover,  3  Md.  212. 

12.  Documents,  the  genuineness  of  which  is  admitted  or 
established  by  clear,  direct  and  positive  testimony,  and 
which  are  not  otherwise  in  evidence  in  the  case,  may  yet  be 
permitted  to  go  to  the  jury  for  the  purpose  of  comparison  of 
handwriting.    Adams  v.  Field,  21  Yt.  (6  Washb.)  256. 

13.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  reading  of  an  instrument  in 
evidence,  that  the  witness,  who  has  sworn  positively  to  the 
party's  signature,  was  young  at  the  time,  that  the  party  was 
long  since  dead,  and  that  he  does  not  read  writing  with  fa- 
cility.    Wyche  V.  WycJie,  10  M.  408. 

14.  Where  the  subscribing  witness  to  a  deed  lives  out  of 
the  state,  the  deed  may  be  proved  by  proving  his  handwrit- 
ing, and  that  of  the  parties.  Lynch  v.  Postlethwaite,  7  M.  209. 

15.  If  a  witness  is  called  to  testify  in  relation  to  the  hand- 
writing of  a  party,  he  should  first  be  asked  if  he  is  ac- 
quainted  with  such  handwriting,  and  if  he  answers  in  the 
aflarmative,  then  he  may  be  asked  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
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he  became  acquainted,  &c.     Wooclford  v.  MoOalahan,  4 
Gill,  85. 

16.  "Where  the  suhscribing  witness  is  out  of  the  state,  proof  of 
his  handwriting  is  sufficient.  TedLl  v.  Van  WycJe,  10  Barb,  376. 

17.  "Where  an  instrument  was  executed  out  of  the  state, 
the  presumption  is  that  the  witnesses  reside  out  of  the  state, 
and  proof  may  be  given  of  the  obligor's  signature,  without 
accounting  for  the  absence  of  the  witnesses.  Grouse  v.  Duf- 
field,  12  M.  539 ;  Bofrfield  v.  Hewlett,  4  Lou.  119. 

18.  The  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  Kentucky 
are  against  the  comparison  of  handwriting,  even  by  the  jury, 
to  determine  their  genuineness.  Hawhms  v.  Grimes,  13  B. 
Mon.  267. 

19.  The  mere  belief  of  a  witness,  that  a  certain  signature 
is  genuine,  will  not  make  proof  of  the  fact,  if  he  state  no 
ground  for  his  belief,  as  having  seen  the  person  write,  &c. 
Watson  V.  McAllister,  7  M.  370. 

20.  Parol  evidence  of  the  acknowledgment  of  a  party  of 
the  genuineness  of  his  signature,  is  the  weakest  species  of 
evidence  ;  for  the  witness  who  testifies  cannot  be  convicted 
of  perjury  if  he  swear  falsely,  and  is  almost  beyond  the  power 
of  contradiction.  Proof  by  witnesses  of  the  acknowledg- 
ment of  a  signature  by  the  party  who  is  sought  to  be  charged 
is  inadmissible,  when  he  expressly  denies  his  signature. 
PUcque  Y.  Zcsbranche,  9  Lou.  562;  Bissell  v.  Erwin,  10 
Lou.  529. 

21.  Evidence  of  the  signatures  to  a  private  act  of  settle- 
ment among  co-heirs  and  their  capacity  is  admissible ;  until 
its  genuineness  be  shown,  its  validity  cannot  be  examined. 
Guerin  v.  Bagneries,  13  Lou.  17. 

22.  A  witness  testified  that  he  knew  the  handwriting  of 
the  person  whose  name  was  signed  to  an  instrument,  from 
having  witnessed  his  will ;  that  he  could  not  say  he  saw  him 
subscribe  his  will,  but  he  either  subscribed  it  or  acknowledged 
it  in  presence  of  witness  ;  and  that  to  the  best  of  his  know- 
ledge the  signature  to  the  instrument  was  in  his  handwriting. 
Held,  that  the  instrument  was  sufficiently  proved  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury.  Cdhofrga  v.  Seeger^  17  Penn.  State  E.  (5 
Harris,)  514. 
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23.  Proved  specimens  of  the  signature  of  a  party  are  ad- 
missible in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showing,  by  a  com- 
parison, that  a  memorandum  not  signed  by  such  party  is  in 
his  handwriting.    Richardson  v.  Newcomb,  21  Pick.  315. 

24.  That  the  employments  of  a  witness  have  not  been 
such  as  to  require  him  to  distinguish  between  true  and  simu- 
lated handwriting,  is  not,  of  itself  alone,  a  sufBcient  reason 
to  preclude  him  from  giving  an  opinion  as  to  the  genuineness 
of  a  disputed  signature,  though  the  opinion  be  founded 
merely  upon  a  comparison  of  writings.  Sweetser  v.  LoweU, 
33  Maine,  (3  Eed.)  446. 

25.  A  witness  who  has  no  knowledge  of  a  person's  hand- 
writing but  that  derived  from  having  received  bank  DOtes  in 
the  course  of  business,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  tte  person 
as  president  of  a  bank,  and  reputed  to  be  genuine,  is  incom- 
petent to  prove  his  handwriting.  The  StaU  v.  Allen,  1 
Hawks,  6  ;  The  State  v.  Candler,  3  Hawks,  593. 

26.  Although  the  comparison  of  signat«re8  is  allowable  to 
prove  the  genuineness  of  a  signature,  yet  the  genuineness  of 
the  one  offered  as  a  test  must  be  distinctly  proved.  Depue 
v.  Place,  1  Barr,  428. 

27.  A  witness  may  testify  tc  the  genuineness  of  official 
signatures  to  certificates  upoir  ancient  writings  from  a  know- 
ledge of  the  handwriting,  acquired,  by  an  inspection  of  offi- 
cial papers  remaining  i*  a  public  office,  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  the  same  oflScers.    Willson  v.  Betts,  4  Denio,  201. 

28  A  witness  tes^'fied  tliat  he  was  acquainted  with  de- 
fendant's handwnVing.  This  is  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to 
a  iury-  and,  a^er  verdict,  it  shall  be  presumed  that  he 
has  seen  the  iefendant  write.    Pradiere  v.  Comhe,  3  Brev. 

481.  .        ,,        ,    ^ 

29.  A  witness  who  had  seen  a  party  write,  although  but 
once,  and  has  in  this  mode  acquired  a  knowledge  of  the  gen- 
eral character  of  his  handwriting,  is  competent  to  testify  in 
regard  to  its  genuineness.  The  impression  in  this  case  may 
be  exceedingly  faint  and  imperfect,  but  it  is  nevertheless  tes- 
timony, provided  the  witness  can  declare  that,  from  his 
knowledge  of  the  defendant's  handwriting,  thus  acquired,  he 
believes  it  to  be  genuine.    Smith  v.  Walton,  8  Gill,  77. 
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30.  A  clerk  of  a  court,  who,  in  the  course  of  his  business, 
has  often  seen  what  he  believed  to  be  the  oflBcial  signature 
of  A.,  as  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  has  certified  the  same  as 
such  to  the  pension  office,  may  be  called  to  prove  the  hand- 
writing of  A,,  though  he  has  never  seen  him  write.  Atht 
herst  Bank  v.  Hoot,  2  Met.  522. 

31.  After  the  handwriting  of  a  party  is  in  evidence,  his 
handwriting  to  any  other  instrument  may  be  proved  by  call- 
ing any  witness  to  compare  his  handwriting  proved  with  that 
to  be  proved,  and  to  state  his  inference  to  the  jury.  Rogers 
V.  Shales;  Anthon,  109. 

3^.  A  witness  called  to  prove  or  disprove  the  genuineness 
of  any  paper,  by  testifying  to  his  belief,  must  have  acquired 
a  knowledge  of  the  general  character  of  the  handwriting  of 
the  party,  in  some  manner  recognised  by  law,  and  must 
speak  from  knowledge  thus  acquired.  Boyle  v.  Colman,  13 
Barb.  42. 

33.  Evidence  ol  the  handwriting  of  a  deceased  clerk,  who 
made  the  entries  in  i,  book  of  accounts,  may  be  given.  But 
the  original  entries  must  be  proved,  and  not  a  copy.  James 
Y.  Wharton,  3  McLean,  4&2. 

34.  The  written  testimonjr  of  a  witness,  that  he  knows  "  it 
to  be  the  handwriting  of  A.  B.,"  is  sufficient  without  stating 
his  means  of  knowledge,  if  he  is  not  examined  as  to  that 
point.   Whittier  v,  Gould,  8  Watts^  485. 

35.  For  the  purpose  of  proving  a  document  in  which  a 
word  is  spelt  in  a  particular  mannei,  e.  g.,  Titchhome  for 
TiclJ)ome,  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  t.  party,  other  docu- 
ments, not  in  evidence  in  the  cause,  but  pnved  to  be  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  party,  and  in  which  the  Word  is  similarly 
spelt,  are  admissible  in  evidence.  BrooTees  v.  TicKborne  2 
Eng.  Law  and  Eq.  Eep.  374. 

36.  A  witness  stated  that  from  his  knowledge  of  the 
general  character  of  the  defendant's  handwriting,  he  believed 
the  signature  of  the  surname  to  be  genuine,  yet  he  could  not 
say  so  as  to  the  Christian  name.  Held,  that  this  testimony 
was  admissible.    Smith  v.  Walton,  8  Gill,  77. 

37.  A  witness  having  had  placed  before  him  the  signature 
of  the  defendant,  which  the  witness  had  seen  him  write,  and 
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inspected  it,  had  then  placed  before  him  the  signature  to  the 
cause  of  action,  was  asked  whether,  from  comparing  the  two 
signatures,  he  did  not  believe  the  signature  to  the  bill  to  be 
genuine?  and  he  answered  that,  from  comparing  the  two 
signatures,  he  believed  the  signature  to  the  bill  to  be  genuine. 
Held,  that  this  evidence  was  inadmissible.     Ih. 

38.  That  it  is  not  competent  to  prove  handwriting  by  a 
mere  comparison  of  hands,  is  a  rule  of  law  now  too  firmly 
established  to  be  disturbed.    Ih. 

39.  After  competent  evidence  has  been  introduced  to  prove 
handwriting,  it  may  be  corroborated  by  comparing  it  with 
writing  concerning  which  there  was  no  question.  Baker  v. 
Saines,  6  Whart.  284. 

40.  Comparison  of  hands  is  not  admissible  as  subsidiary 
testimony  upon  the  clashings  of  parol  proof.  RasTcins  v. 
Stuyvesant,  Anthon,  97. 

41.  A  witness  who  swears  that  he  knows  the  handwriting 
of  a  person,  is,  prima  fade,  competent  to  testify  in  relation 
to  it,  without  stating  the  source  of  his  knowledge.  Herider- 
son  V.  Bank  at  Montgomery,  11  Ala.  855. 

42.  The  handwriting  of  a  deceased  subscribing  witness 
cannot  be  proved,  in  order  to  admit  a  deed,  where  there  is 
another  subscribing  witness,  of  whom  no  account  is  given. 
Tarns  v.  Hitner,  9  Barr,  441. 

43.  Where  a  subscribing  witness  to  an  instrument,  three 
weeks  before  inquiry  for  him,  was  shown  to  have  been  at 
his  mother's  residence  within  the  state,  and  about  twenty 
miles  distant,  and  inquiry  for  him  was  not  made  there,  it  was 
held,  that  there  was  a  want  of  due  diligence  to  find  him,  and 
that  secondary  proof  of  his  signature  was  not  admissible.    IJ>, 

^i.  Where  the  subscribing  witness  to  a  written  instrument 
resides  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state,  it  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence upon  proof  of  such  witness'  signature.    I'bote  v.  Coii,  ' 
18  Ala.  585. 

45.  A  witness  who  has  seen  a  party  write  once,  but  who 
says  he  does  not  know  his  handwriting,  may  be  asked,  has 
the  handwriting  which  you  have  seen,  made  any  impression 
of  the  general  character  of  his  handwriting  upon  your  mind  ? 
If  yea,  does  the  signature  of  the  writing  presented  to  you, 
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make  an  impression  on  your  mind,  amounting  to  a  belief, 
that  the  writing  shown  you  is  the  writing  of  the  plaintiff? 
Hopper  V.  Ashley,  15  Ala.  457. 

46.  The  genuineness  of  a  receipt  being  in  issue,  the  court 
charged  the  jury,  "that  if  the  evidence,  although  it  prepon- 
derated in  favor  of  the  receipt  being  genuine,  still,  if  upon 
a  fair  and  full  examination  of  it,  their  minds  were  left  in  a 
state  of  doubt  and  uncertainty  as  to  its  being  genuine,  they 
should  find  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  that  point."  Held, 
that  this  charge  could  not  be  supported,  as  the  jury  were 
authorized  to  infer  that  demonstrative  evidence  was  required, 
and  that  moral  evidence  was  insufficient.     Ih. 

47.  The  statement  of  a  witness  that  he  has  seen  the  de- 
fendant write  two  or  three  times,  that  he  did  not  then  read 
his  writing,  and  that  he  believes  a  paper  shown  him  to  be  the 
handwriting  of  the  defendant,  is  competent  evidence  of  such 
handwriting.    Hoitt  v.  Moulton,  1  Foster,  (N".  H.)  586. 

48.  Signatures,  proved  to  be  in  the  party's  handwriting, 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence  to  the  jury  to  enable  them  to 
determine,  by  a  comparison  with  the  disputed  signature, 
whether  it  be  genuine  or  not.  Little  v.  Beazly,  2  Ala. 
703. 

49.  A  paper,  proved  or  admitted  to  be  genuine,  is  not  ad- 
missible in  evidence  merely  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
genuineness  of  another  paper  by  a  comparison  of  hands. 
And,  in  an  indictment  for  forgery,  the  mere  fact  that  a  genu- 
ine paper  is  copied  in  the  indictment,  there  being  no  allega- 
tion respecting  it,  does  not  render  it  admissible  for  that  pur- 
pose.    ITie  State  v.  Givens,  5  Ala.  747. 

60.  The  handwriting  of  a  person  cannot  be  proved  by  a 
comparison  of  it  with  other  writing  of  his,  admitted  to  be 
genuine.    McAllister  v.  McAlliHer,  7  B.  Mon.  269. 

51.  Proof  that  a  subscribing  witness  to  a  bond  was  resid- 
ing out  of  the  state  when  last  heard  from  by  one  who  was 
well  acquainted  with  him,  is  prima  facie  proof  of  his  ab- 
sence from  the  state,  so  as  to  render  proof  of  his  handwriting 
admissible.     Gordon  v.  Miller,  1  Carter,  (Ind.)  531. 

62.  It  is  error  to  admit,  as  evidence  of  handwriting,  the 
mere  opinion  and  belief  of  a  witness,  without  his  first  stating 
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his  means  of  acquiring  a  knowledge  of  sucli  handwriting. 
McOracJcen  v.  West,  IT  Ohio,  16. 

53.  A  witness  who  has  seen  the  defendant  write,  although 
but  once,  is  competent  to  speak  with  respect  to  the  genuine- 
ness of  his  disputed  signature.    EdeUn  v.  Oough,  8  Gill,  87. 

54.  A  witness,  having  no  previous  knowledge  of  a  hand- 
writing, will  not  be  permitted  to  testify  in  relation  to  it,  judg- 
ing merely  from  comparison  of  handwriting  in  court.  Page 
V.  Eoinans,  2  Sbepl.  478  ;  Wilson  v.  KirUand,  5  Hill,  182. 

55.  A  witness  cannot  be  asked  his  opinion  as  to  the  hand- 
writing of  a  party,  who  never  saw  him  write  before  the 
difficulty  in  question  arose.     Pate  v.  People,  3  Gilm.  644. 

66.  The  handwriting  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  to  an  exe- 
cution issued  by  him,  may  be  proved  by  a  third  person, 
without  calling  the  justice  himself.  McCasMeY.  Amarvne, 
12  Ala.  17. 

57.  A.  was  indebted  to  B.,  by  note,  in  the  sum  of  $280. 
As  an  offset  against  this  note,  0.  transferred  to  A.  a  note 
which  he  held  on  B.  for  $300,  but  B.  was  not  present,  nor 
was  A.  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  of  B.  A.  handed 
back  the  note  of  B.  to  0.,  that  he  might  exchange  it  with  B. 
for  the  note  of  A.  for  $280,  and  a  few  days  thereafter  0. 
handed  to  A.  his  note  for  $280.  Held,  that  this  testimony 
was  not  sufficient  to  establish  the  genuineness  of  the  signa- 
ture of  B.  to  the  note  of  $300.    Hopper  v.  Ashley,  15  Ala. 

457. 

58.  Proof  by  comparison  of  hands,  i.  e.,  the  juxtaposition 
of  two  writings,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  both  were 
written  by  the  same  person,  is  inadmissible.  The  People  v. 
Spooner,  1  Denio,  343. 

59.  A  clert  In  a,  counting-house  is  competent  to  testify  to 
the  handwriting  of  one  of  its  correspondents,  from  having 
seen  letters  purporting  to  come  from  him,  and  finding  that 
he  recognised  the  letters.    Reybum  v.  Bellotti,  10  Mis.  597. 

60.  Where  a  subscribing  witness  is  dead,  or  absent  from 
the  state,  the  handwriting  of  the  obligor  may  be  proved. 
Yocum  v.  Barnes,  8  B.  Mon.  496. 

61.  Where  there  is  conflicting  testimony  as  to  the  genuine- 
ness of  a  signature,  comparison  of  handwriting  is  admissible, 
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as  confimiatory  evidence,  to  enable  the  jury  to  decide  upon 
which  of  the  witnesses  they  could  most  confide.  Robertson 
V.  Miller,  1  M'Mullan,  120. 

62.  A  bundle  of  notes,  that  is  admitted  to  prove  the 
genuineness  of  a  signature  by  comparison  of  handwriting, 
may  be  sent  to  the  jury.     Ih. 

63.  A  witness,  who  has  seen  a  person  write  but  once,  and 
then  only  to  sign  his  name,  is  competent  to  prove  his  signa- 
ture.   Woodford  v.  McClenahan,  4  Gilm.  85. 

64.  A  person  who  has  received  letters  purporting  to  be 
from  A.,  and  has  answered  them,  but  received  no  reply  to 
his  answer,  is  not  competent  to  prove  the  handwriting  of  A. 
Webb  V.  Mauro,  1  Morris,  329. 

65.  Bank  notes,  alleged  to  be  enclosed  in  a  letter  stolen  from 
the  mail,  need  not  be  proved  by  a  person  who  has  seen  the  presi- 
dent and  cashier  write.    United  States  v.  Keen,  1  M'Lean,  429. 

'66.  The  genuineness  of  such  notes  may  be  proved  by  any 
one  who  deals  in  them,  as  the  cashier,    lb. 

67.  To  prove  the  handwriting  of  a  person  who  had  been 
dead  upwards  of  forty  years,  witnesses  may  speak  from  a 
comparison  with  signatures  and  writings  in  family  records, 
admitted  by  the  family  to  be  in  such  person's  handwriting, 
from  letters  in  the  possession  of  his  family  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  him,  and  from  ofiScial  documents  received  in  the 
proper  office,  and  acted  upon  as  genuine.  Sweigart  v.  Eioh- 
ards,  8  Barr,  436. 

68.  Where  a  witness  to  the  signature  of  a  firm  did  not 
know  the  handwriting  of  either  member  of  the  firm,  but  as 
an  officer  had  presented  notes  to  the  firm,  signed  in  the  same 
hand,  and  they  had  been  paid  by  the  firm,  he  was  held  to 
be  a  competent  witness,  and  his  evidence  was  admitted  to 
the  jury,  who  were  left  to  find  whether  the  firm  did  sign  the 
biU  in  suit.     Gordon  v.  Frice,  10  Ired.  385. 

69.  In  an  action  upon  a  negotiable  note,  by  the  endorsee 
against  the  maker,  after  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the 
maker,  in  order  to  let  in  the  defence  of  payment  to  the  en- 
dorser, the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  defendant  to  show 
that  the  endorsement  was  subsequent  to  the  payment.  Smith 
v.  Prescott,  17  Maine,  277. 


HASDWKITING.  473 

70.  A  witness  who  lias  had  business  correspondence  with 
a  person  unknown  to  him,  who  has  written  letters  to  him, 
and  has  received  answers  in  reply,  and  swears  that  in  this 
way  he  has  acquired  a  knowledge  of  his  signature,  though 
not  of  his  general  handwriting,  is  competent  to  testify  to  such 
signature.    McKurky  v.  Oaylord,  1  N.  C.  94. 

71.  A  witness  will  not  be  allowed  to  prove  the  genuine- 
ness of  a  signature  from  a  comparison  of  handwriting,  but 
must  testify  from  a  knowledge  previously  acquired,  either 
from  having  seen  the  person  whose  signature  is  questioned 
write,  or  by  familiarity  with  and  examination  of  writings 
admitted  to  be  his,  so  as  to  be  able  to  speak  from  the  corres- 
pondence of  the  signature  with  an  exemplar  existing  in  his 
mind.    Kinney  v.  Flynn,  2  E.  I.  319. 


FOKEIGN  LAWS. 

1.  The  laws  of  a  coiantry  to  wliose  courts  a  party  appeals 
for  redi'ess,  furnish,  in  all  cases,  pritna  facie,  the  rules  of  deci- 
sion, and  if  either  party  wishes  the  benefit  of  a  difi"erent  rule 
or  law,  as,  for  instance,  the  lex  domicilii,  lex  loci  contractus  or 
lex  loci  rei  sites,  he  must  aver  and-  prove  it.  Murvroe  v. 
Douglass,  1  Selden,  (E.  T.)  448. 

2.  In  the  absence  of  all  evidence,  the  laws  of  another 
state  will  be  presumed  to  be  the  same  as  our  own.  But 
where  the  law  is  shown  to  have  been  the  same,  the  repeal 
of  the  law  in  this  state  will  not  authorize  the  assumption 
that  it  has  also  been  repealed  in  the  other ;  such  repeal,  if 
it  exist,  must  be  proved  by  the  party  interested  to  establish 
it.    Ex  parte  Lqfonta,  2  E.  495. 

3.  In  order  to  prove  whether,  by  the  general  law  of  New- 
York,  a  certificate  of  deposit,  which  fell  due  on  Sunday,  was 
payable  on  the  preceding  Saturday  or  the  subsequent 
Monday,  the  parties,  respectively,  introduced  two  conflicting 
decisions  in  that  state,  one  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  city 
of  New- York,  and  the  other  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  that 
state.  Held,  that  these  decisions  were  admissible  on  the 
question ;  that  the  decisions  of  the  latter  court  were  higher 
evidence  and  entitled  to  greater  weight  than  those  of  the 
former ;  but  that  the  decisions  of  neither  court  were  to  be 
deemed  conclusive  evidence  of  such  law.  Kilgore  v.  Bulk- 
ley,  14  Conn.  362. 

4.  The  plaintiff,  in  an  action  against  the  endorser  of  such 
certificate,  offered  evidence  to  show  that,  although  the  gene- 
ral law  of  New- York  as  to  negotiable  paper  is  otherwise,  yet, 
by  the  usage  and  custom  prevailing  in  the  city  of  New- York, 
this  particular  species  of  negotiable  paper  is  not  entitled  to 
grace ;  and  that  where,  by  its  terms,  it  falls  due  on  Sunday, 
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it  becomes  payable  on  the  preceding  Saturday.  Held,  tbat 
such  evidence  was  admissible,  the  law  on  tbis  subject  being 
explicitly  and  decisively  settled.    H. 

5.  Where  a  witness  is  introduced  by  a  party  to  prove  the 
law  of  a  foreign  country,  the  opposite  party  may  require  that 
he  shall  be  first  asked  whether  the  law,  as  to  which  he  is 
about  to  testify,  is  written  or  unwritten.  If  he  answer  that 
the  law  is  unwritten,  his  testimony  will  be  admissible  to 
prove  what  it  is ;  if  written,  an  authenticated  copy  of  the 
law,  or  at  least  a  copy  proved  to  be  a  true  copy,  by  a  witness 
who  has  examined  and  compared  it  with  the  original,  can 
alone  be  received.     Isabella  v.  Pecot,  2  An.  387. 

6.  A  digest  of  the  laws  of  another  state,  published  by  a 
private  person,  is  not  admissible  as  evidence  of  the  law. 
Kinn^  v.  Hosea,  3  Harringt.  77. 

7.  Parol  evidence  may  be  received  of  the  laws  of  another 
state,  to  show  that  interest  is  given  on  notes  on  which  none  is 
expressed,  where  it  is  not  proved  that  a  statute  law  exists  on 
the  subject ;  and  a  judge  cannot  presume  that,  if  there  be 
any  law  granting  interest,  it  must  be  a  statute  law.  Boggs 
V.  Beed,  5  M.  673. 

8.  In  Missouri,  the  laws  of  a  sister  state  must  be  proved  as 
facts.    Hite  v.  Lmhm-t,  7  Mis.  22 ;  Lealo  v.  Elliott,  4  Mis. 

446. 

9.  The  written  laws  of  a  sister  state  cannot  be  proved  by 
parol.     Comparet  v.  Jernegan,  5  Blackf.  376. 

10.  Printed  statute  books  of  a  sister  state,  purporting  to  be 
published  by  authority,  axQ  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  stat- 
utes they  contain.    li. 

11.  Under  the  act  of  congress  of  26th  May,  1790,  an  act  of 
the  legislature  of  another  state  can  only  be  authenticated  by 
affixing  the  seal  of  the  state  thereto.  Union  Bwnk  v.  Freer 
man,  3  R.  485.  . 

12.  To  make  a  volume  of  the  printed  statutes  of  a  sister 
state'evidence  of  the  laws  of  that  state,  in  Missouri,  it  must 
purport  to  have  been  printed  under  the  authority  of  the  state 
whose  statutes  they  purport  to  be.    Bright  v.  White,  8  Mis. 

421. 

13.  A  copy  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  another  state, 
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certified  to  have  been  made  "from  Liber  I.  G.,  one  of  the 
law  records  of  the  state  belonging  to  the  office  of  the  Court 
of  Appeals,"  is  inadmissible.  A  copy  from  the  original,  de- 
posited among  the  archives  of  the  state,  would  be  better 
evidence.    II.     Union  Bank  v.  Freeman,  3  R.  485. 

14.  Foreign  laws  must  be  proved  as  facts.  In  the  absence 
of  such  proof,  the  rights  of  parties  who  claim,  and  the  effect 
and  validity  of  instruments  executed  under  the  laws  of 
another  state,  must  be  determined  by  our  own,  which  will 
be  presumed  to  be  the  same.  Smoot  v.  Russell,  1  !N".  S.  622 ; 
Smoot  V.  Baldwin,  lb.  528 ;  Campbell  v.  Miller,  3  N.  S.  149, 

15.  The  printed  statutes  of  a  sister  state  are  not  evidence 
of  the  law  of  that  state,  in  Mississippi,  unless  it  appear  that 
they  were  printed  by  authority  of  the  state.  Baughan  v, 
Graham,  1  How.  (Miss.)  220. 

16.  In  Maine,  it  was  held,  that  a  printed  volume  of  the 
Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes  which  went  into  operation 
May  1,  1836,  wherein  was  found  a  reference  to  a  statute  of 
1824,  and  a  repeal  of  that  statute  describing  it  as  "  an  act  to 
allow  grace  on  bills  of  exchange  and  notes  according  to  the 
custom  of  merchants,"  was  competent  and  sufficient  evidence 
from  which  a  jury  might  infer  that,  by  the  laws  of  Massa- 
chusetts, grace  was  allowed  on  promissory  notes  on  the  6  th 
of  February,  1836.     Goodwin  v.  Ajppleton,  9  Shepl.  453. 

17.  A  book  purporting  to  contain  the  statutes  of  another 
state,  not  authenticated  according  to  the  act  of  congress  of 
26th  May,  1790,  is  inadmissible  to  prove  a  statute  of  that  state. 
But  the  printed  statutes  of  a  state,  produced  from  the  office 
of  the  secretary  of  this  state,  and  proved  to  have  been  re- 
ceived by  the  executive  of  this  state  from  the  executive  au- 
thority of  the  state  whose  laws  they  purport  to  be,  will  be 
received  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  statutes  contained 
in  it.  Wakeman  v.  Marquand,  5  N.  S.  270;  Phillips  v. 
Murphy,  2  An.  654. 

18.  The  printed  copies  of  the  acts  of  congress,  distributed 
to  the  executives  of  the  several  states,  to  be  distributed 
among  the  people,  are  proper  evidence  of  the  statutes  therein 
contained,  without  other  authentication.  Taylor  v.  Ba/nh  of 
Alexandria,  6  Leigh,  471. 
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19.  Statutes  of  a  sister  state,  published  under  the  authority 
of  that  state,  are  admissible  in  evidence  in  Alabama.  Han- 
rich  V.  Andrews,  9  Port.  9.  So  in  Kentucky.  7  Monroe, 
576. 

20.  A  printed  volume  of  the  laws  of  a  British  province, 
proved  by  witnesses  to  have  received  the  sanction  of  the 
executive  and  judicial  officers  of  the  province,  as  containing 
its  laws,  is  admissible  in  evidence  in  a  case  where  the  title 
to  land  situated  within  that  province  is  in  question.  Owen 
V.  Boyle,  3  Shep.  147. 

21.  In  regard  to  private  statutes,  resolutions,  &c.,  the 
only  mode  of  proof  known  to  the  common  law  is  either 
by  means  of  a  copy,  proved  on  oath  to  have  been  exam- 
ined by  the  roll  itself,  or  by  an  exemplification  under  the 
gr§at  seal.  But  in  several  of  the  United  States  the  printed 
copies  of  the  laws  and  resolves  of  the  legislature,  published 
by  its  authority,  are  held  competent  evidence,  and  it  is 
sufficient,  prima  facie,  that  the  book  purports  to  have  been 
so  printed.  Young  v.  Bank  of  Alexandria,  4  Cranch, 
388. 

22.  The  printed  statute  laws  of  other  states  are  not  evi- 
dence, in  Delaware,  without  other  authentication.  Bailey 
V.  M'Dowell,  2  Harringt.  34. 

23.  A  volume  of  the  laws  of  another  state,  purporting  to 
be  published  by  its  authority,  and  proved  by  a  counsellor  in 
that  state  to  be  cited  and  received  in  the  courts  there,  is 
competent  evidence.  "Whether  a  volume  of  the  laws  of  a 
foreign  nation  be  admissible  on  such  proof,  quere  ?    Lord  v. 

■  Staples,  3  Foster,  (E.  H.)  448. 

24.  The  printed  statute-book  of  another  state  is  not  evidence 
to  show  what  the  law  of  that  state  is.  The  State  v.  Twitty, 
2  Hawks,  441. 

25.  The  annexation  of  the  great  seal  will  be  presumed  to 
have  been  done  by  a  person  having  custody  thereof,  and 
competent  authority  to  do  the  act.  United  States  v.  Amedy, 
11  Wheat.  406. 

26.  Courts  cannot  take  notice  of  the  laws  of  other  states, 
but  they  must  be  proven  in  the  same  manner  as  other  facts. 
Ebsford  v.  Nichols  et  al.,  1  Paige,  220. 
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27.  The  statute  of  a  sister  state  is  authenticated  by  its  seal. 
Coit  V.  Williken  et  al.,  1  Denio,  376. 

28.  "Where  a  statute  contains  provisions  of  a  private  nature, 
yet,  if  it  also  contain  provisions  of  a  public  nature,  it  is 
frequently  regarded  as  a  public  act.  1  Stark.  Ev.  196,  6th 
Am.  ed. 

29.  A  party  taking  advantage  from  a  foreign  law,  or  a  law 
of  another  state  of  the  Union,  must  prove  its  existence,  for 
the  courts  of  one  state  are  not  bound,  ex  officio,  to  notice  the 
local  regulations  of  another.  Strother  v.  Lucas,  6  Petera, 
673  ;  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  v.  Frances,  2  "Wend.  64. 

30.  Laws  of  one  state,  when  operative  in  another,  may  be 
judicially  noticed  by  the  courts  of  the  latter.  Accordingly, 
in  Indiana,  where  lands  lying  within  that  state  were  conced- 
ed to  be  subject  to  the  legislation  of  Virginia  for  certain 
purposes,  held,  that  the  courts  there  might  take  judicial 
notice  of  the  Yirginia  laws,  made  in  respect  to  such  lands, 
without  their  being  specially  proved.  Henthorn  v.  Doe,  1 
Blackf.  157. 

31.  The  note  of  the  secretary  of  state,  appended  to  an  act 
of  the  general  assembly,  as  published  in  pamphlet  form, 
stating  that  the  act  was  published  in  certain  papei's  at  a 
given  date,  is  not  evidence  of  the  fact.  Allen  v.  Dunham,  1 
Iowa,  (Greene,)  89. 

32.  The  unwritten  laws,  customs  and  usages  of  a  foreign 
country,  or  of  another  state  of  the  Union,  may  be  proved  by 
parol  evidence.  The  usual  course  is  to  make  such  proof  by 
the  testimony  of  competent  witnesses,  instructed  in  the  law, 
under  oath.    Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  530. 

33.  A  printed  book,  purporting  to  contain  the  statutes  of 
another  state,  and  to  have  been  printed  by  the  authority  of  its 
legislature,  not  authenticated  according  to  the  act  of  congress 
of  26th  May,  1790,  is  inadmissible  to  prove  a  statute  of  that 
state.    Hueston  v.  Jones,  2  An.  937. 

34.  An  exemplification  of  a  law  of  a  state  legislature,  under 
the  great  seal  of  the  state,  but  not  attested  by  the  governor 
or  other  state  officer,  is  sufficiently  authenticated  to  be  given 
in  evidence.  The  seal  is  the  highest  evidence  of  authority. 
United  States  v.  Johnson,  4  Dall.  412. 
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35.  Where  the  answera  to  interrogatories  on  facts  and 
articles,  touching  the  law  of  another  state  in  relation  to  in- 
terest, show  that  there  is  a  statute  law  on  the  subject,  the 
statute  must  be  produced  as  the  best  evidence.  Mason  v. 
Mason,  12  Lou.  594. 

36.  A  party  seeking  advantage  from  a  foreign  law,  or  a 
law  of  another  state  of  the  Union,  must  prove  its  existence. 
Zucas  V.  Peters,  6  Peters,  673 ;  Wilson  v.  Smith,  5  Terg.  379. 

37.  Authenticated  copies  of  written  laws  should  be  pro- 
duced. Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  529  ;  Packard  v.  Sill,  2 
Wend.  411. 

38.  A  sworn  copy  is  admissible.  Church  v.  Hubbard,  2 
Cranch,  236. 

39.  Parol  testimony  is  admissible  to  prove  the  laws  and 
customs  of  another  state,  in  relation  to  the  subject  of  the 
celebration  and  presumption  of  marriages.  Taylor  v.  Swett, 
3  Lou.  36. 

40.  A  printed  statute  may  be  corrected  by  the  enrolled  bill 
filed  in  the  department  of  state.  Reed  v.  Clark,  3  McLean, 
480. 

41.  The  repeal  of  a  statute  cannot  be  shown  by  parol. 
United  States  v.  Johnson,  4  Dall.  415  ;  1  Dall.  9. 

42.  A  statute  of  another  state,  authenticated  by  the  great 
seal  and  the  certificate!  of  the  secretary  of  state,  is  admissible 
in  evidence  here.  Lapice  v.  Smith,  13  Lou.  92  ;  Commercial 
Bank  V.  King,  3  E.  243. 

43.  Foreign  statutes  cannot  be  proved  by  parol,  but  the 
common  law  of  a  foreign  country  may  be  proved  by  intelli- 
gent witnesses  of  that  country.    Kenny  v.  Clarkson,  1  Johns. 

385. 

44.  The  written  law  of  another  state  mi;ist  be  proved  by 
exemplification.  Packard  v.  Hill,  2  Wend.  411 ;  3  Wend. 
173,  or  by  sworn  copy.    Lincoln  v.  Battelle,  6  Wend.  475. 

45.  Parol  evidence  will  be  received  of  the  law  of  a  state, 
in  which  the  testimony  shows  that  the  common  law  prevails ; 
it  is  only  when  the  evidence  discloses  the  fact  that  the  law 
attempted  to  be  proved  is  a  statute  law,  that  a  certified  copy 
of  the  statute  itself  should  be  produced  as  the  best  evidence. 
And  there  is  no  necessity  to  show  that  there  is  no  statute  law 
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on  a  particular  subject,  to  be  permitted  to  prove  it  by  parol. 
N'ewsom  v.  Adams,  2  Lou.  154 ;  Minor  v.  Hcvrding,  4  Lou. 
382 ;  Booraem  v.  Merrifield,  17  Lou.  694 ;  Bosine  v.  Bonna- 
hel,  5  E.  163. 

46.  In  regard  to  certificates,  given  by  persons  in  officiai 
stations,  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  law  never  allows  a  cer- 
tificate of  a  mere  matter  of  fact,  not  coupled  with  any  matter 
of  law,  to  be  admitted  as  evidence.  Oakes  v.  Hill,  14  Pick. 
442,  448. 

47.  "Where  a  defence  is  based  upon  the  provisions  of  a 
statute  of  another  state,  in  order  to  make  the  defence  availa- 
ble, the  statute  must  be  produced  and  proved.  Heirvpbill  v. 
Bank  of  Alalama,  6  S.  &  M.  44. 

48.  A  volume  of  statutes,  purporting  to  be  the  statutes  of 
a  sister  state,  cannot  be  proved  to  be  such  by  the  testimony 
of  an  attorney  or  counsellor  of  that  state.  They  must  be 
proved  as  directed  by  act  of  congress,  or  at  least  by  a  sworn 
copy.     Yan  BusTcirh  v.  Muloch,  3  Harr.  184. 

49.  In  regard  io  foreign  laws,  the  established  doctrine  now 
is,  that  no  court  takes  judicial  notice  of  the  laws  of  a  foreign 
country,  but  they  must  be  proved  as  facts,  and  the  better 
opinion  seems  to  be,  that  this  proof  must  be  made  to  the 
court  rather  than  to  the  jury.     Story  on  Conflict  of  Laws,  530. 

50.  In  general,  foreign  laws  are  required  to  be  verified 
by  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  unless  they  can  be  verified  by 
some  high  authority,  such  as  the  law  Tespects,  not  less  than 
it  respects  the  oath  of  an  individual.  Church  v.  Hubbard, 
2  Cranch,  287. 

61.  The  national  seal,  aflSxed  to  the  exemplification  of  a 
foreign  law  or  judicial  proceeding,  proves  itself.  Watson  v. 
Walker,  3  Foster,  (N.H.)  471. 

52.  The  written  or  statute  laws  of  a  foreign  government 
must  be  verified  in  the  same  manner  as  foreign  judgments ; 
by  the  exemplification  of  a  copy  under  the  great  seal  of  state, 
or  by  a  sworn  copy.  Unwritten  laws  may  be  shown  by 
parol  evidence.  "Witnesses,  to  be  competent  to  prove  un- 
written laws,  must  be  instructed  in  them.    II. 

53.  A  party  offering  parol  evidence  of  the  unwritten  laWs 
of  another  state  or  country,  la  not  bound  to  show,  as  a  pre- 
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liminary,  that  no  statute  exists  witli  regard  to  the  particular 
subject.    JVewsom  t.  Adams,  2  Lou.  153. 

64.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  that,  by  the  la-w- 
and usages  of  a  place,  interest  may  be  demanded  on  an  open  ac- 
count from  the  time  it  became  due,  -where  there  is  no  -written 
statute  on  the  subject.  It  is  the  best  evidence  of  -which  the- 
nature  of  the  subject  -will  admit.  Wakeman  v.  Marquandy 
5  E".  S.  270 ;  Glasgow  v.  Stevenson,  6  N,  S.  570. 

65.  A  printed  volume  of  the  statutes  of  a  sister  state,  pur- 
porting npon  its  face  to  have  been  printed  by  authority,  is 
admissible  to  prove  such  statutes.  Emery  v.  Berry,  8  Foster, 
(N.  H.)  473. 

56.  A  duly  authenticated  copy  of  the  section  of  a  foreign 
statute,  on  -which  a  party  relies,  is  sufficient.  If  the  opposite 
party  have  reason  to  believe  that  other  provisions  of  the 
statute  are  favorable  to  him,  he  must  produce  them.  If  sur- 
prised by  the  introduction  of  the  extract  only  in  evidence, 
the  court  -will,  on  a  proper  sho-wing,  grant  time  to  produce 
the  entire  statute.    Sullivan  v.  Williams,  2  An.  876. 

57.  In  Kentucky,  -when  a  note  made  in  Maryland  was 
alleged  to  be  usurious,  and  there  was  no  proof  showing  what 
the  law  of  Maryland  was  on  that  subject,  held,  that  the  court 
could  not  pronounce  the  note  usurious.  Greenwade  v.  Green- 
wade,  3  Dana,  495. 

58.  Foreign  laws  must,  in  general,  be  proved  by  anthen- 
ticated  copies.    Story  on  Conflict  of  Laws,  529. 

59.  The  act  of  congress  requires  the  seal  of  the  state,  affixed 
by  an  officer  having  the  custody  thereof,  to  authenticate  a 
copy  of  a  statute.     United  States  v.  Amedy,  11  Wheat.  392. 

60.  The  un-written  laws,  customs  and  usages  of  a  foreign 
country  may  be  proved  by  parol.  Bagley  v.  Fraruds,  14 
Mass.  453. 

61.  Acts  of  the  legislature,  or  extracts  from  the  executive 
minutes  of  another  state,  attested  by  the  secretary  of  state, 
and  accompanied  by  a  certificate  from  the  governor,  under 
the  great  seal  of  the  state, '  declaring  that  the  person  who 
attests  them  is  the  secretary  of  state,  and  that  his  attestation 
is  in  due  form,  are  sufficiently  proved.  Philadel^Ma  Bmlc 
V.  Lambeth,  4  E.  463. 
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Dunlap's  Paley's  Agency _. .      4  00 

Dunlop's  Laws  of  Pennsylvania, 
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Graham's  N.  Y.  Equity  Jurisdic- 
tion   B  00 

Graydon's  Book  of  Forms,  4th  ed.  3  60 

Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  3  vols.,.  16  60 
Greenleaf's     Cruise    on    Real 

Property,  3  vols.,. 1 6  60 

Greenleaf's  Overruled  Cases,. .  3  60 

H. 

Halsted's  Evidence,  1  vol 3  60 

Hale's  Pleas  of  the  CrbwD, 10  00 

Hare  on  Discovery 3  00 

Hill  on  Trustees, (new  ed.,). .. .  5  60 
Hilliard  on  the  Law  of  Real 

Property,  2  vols., 10  00 

Hilliard  on  the  Law  of  Sales,..  3  50 
Hilliard  on  Mortgages,  2  vols.,.  1  50 
Hindmarch  on  the  Law  of  Pa- 
tent Privileges, 3  60 

HofiEbaan's    Course    of    Legal 

Studies,  2  vols., 6  00 

Hoffman's  Master  in  Chancery,  8  60 
Holcombe's  Law  of  Debtor  and 

Creditor, 3  60 

Holthouse's  Law  Dictionary,. . .  2  50 


Ingersoll  on  the  Law  of  Habeas 
Corpus 


Jarman  on  Wills,  with  notes  by 
Perkins,  2  vols., ......... 

Jeremy's  Equity  Jurisdiction,. . 

K. 

Kent's  Commentaries  on  Ameri- 
can Law,  4  vols. 

Kaufman's  Mackeldey,  1  vol.,. . 


Law  Summary,  by  Oliver,  2d  ed.. 

Law  Glossary,  by  Taylor, 

Law  of  Slavery,  by  Wheeler, . . 
Laws  of  the  United  States,  6  vols^, 
Laws  of  Pennsylvania,  10  vols.,. 


0  15 


10  00 
4  00 


14  00 
6  60 

2  00 
4  00 
4  00 
18  00 
81  60 

Law's  United  States  Court,  ...  $5  50 

Leach's  Crown  Law,  2  vols.,..  10  00 
Leading  Cases  in  Equity,  Hare 

and  Wallace's  notes,  3  vols.  12  00 
Lectures  on  Marine  Insuritnce,.  1  15 
Leiber's  Manual  of  Political  Eth- 
ics, 2  vols 4  60 

Liverraore  on  Agency,  2  vols., . .  6  00 

Long  on  Personal  Property, ...  3  60 

Lube's  Equity  Pleadings, 3  00 

M. 

Marvin's  Legal  Bibliography, . .  5  50 
Matthews  on  Presumptive  Ev.,  4  00 
M'Kinney's  Law  Library,  8  vols.,  20  00 
Montagu  on  the  Law  of  Partner- 
ship, 2  vols 6  50 

New-Tork  Law  and  Equity  Di- 
gest, 4  vols., 24  00 

0. 

Oliver's  Conveyancing, 3  60 

Oliver's  American  Precedents,..  4  00 

P. 

Parson's  Equity  Cases,  2  vola,..  10  00 

Peake's  Law  of  Ev.,  by  Norris,  5  50 
Peters'  Digest  of  the  United 

States  Reports,  2  vols.,. . .  8  00 
Phillips'  Treatise  on  the  Law  of 

Evidence,  5  vols., 20  00 

Phillips  on  Ins.,  2  vols.,  8d  ed.,.  10  00 
Phillips  on  the  Law  of  Patents,  6  00 
Potbier  on  the  Law  of  Obliga- 
tions and  Contracts,  2  vola,  8  00 
Pothier  on  Contract  of  Sale,. . .  3  60 
Powell  on  the  Law  of  Contracts,  8  00 
Purden's  Digestj  new  edition, 

by  Brightly, 5  00 

R. 

Rawle  on  the  Constitution  of  the 

UnitedStates 4  00 

Rawle's  Treatise  on  the  Law  of 

Covenant  for  Title,  new  ed.,  6  60 

Reeve's  Domestic  Relations,...  3  60 

Reeve's  Law  of  Descent, 2  00 

Rights  and  Duties  of  Merchant 

Seamen,  by  Curtis, 8  60 

Roberts  on  Fraud't  Conveyance,  3  00 
Roberts' Dig.  of  British  Statutes,  4  00 
Roberts'  Treatise  on  the  Stat- 
utes of  Fraud, 8  50 

Roper  on  Legacies,  2  vols., ....  10  00 

Roscoe's  Criminal  Ev.,  new  ed.,  5  60 


CATALOGUE   OF   LAW   BOOKS. 


Roacoe's  Civil  Evidence, $3  00 

Runnington  on  Ejectment,....  2  60 
Russell  on  Crimea,  2  vols.,  new- 
edition,  12  00 

S. 

Sahnders  on  Pleading  and  Evi- 
dence, 3  vols., 16  00 

Seaton's  Decreea  in  Equity, ...  300 
Sedgwick  on  the   Measure  of 

Damages, 5  60 

Selwyn'sLawofNiaiPrius,  2  v.,  10  00 
Sergeant's  Conatitutional  Law, .  3  00 
Sergeant's  Const'l  Law,  2d  ed.,  4  00 
Sergeant's  Land  Laws  of  Penn.,  2  60 
Sergeant  on  the  Law  of  Foreign 

Attachment, 3  00 

S«rgeant  on  the  Mechanics'  Lien 

Law  of  Pennsylvania 125 

Smith  on  the  Law  of  Master  and 

Servant, 3  00 

Smith's  Chancery  Practice,  2  v.  6  00 
Smith  on  the  Law  of  Contracts,  3  50 
Smith's  Leading  Cases,  2  vols., 

new  edition, 11  00 

Smith's  Commentaries  on  Stat- 
ute and  Constitutional  Law,      6  00 
Smith  on  Executory  Interests, .       3  60 
Southard's  N.  J.  Reports,  2  vols.,      8  00 
Spence's  Equitable  Jurisdiction, 

2  vols. 9  00 

Starkie  on  Slander,  2  vols,  in  one,  6  00 
Starkie  on  the  Law  of  Evidence, 

3  vols 14  00 

Stephen   on  Pleading  in  Civil 

Actions, 3  00 

Stephen's  Law  of  Nisi  Prius, 

8  vols., , 15  00 

Stephen's  Commentaiiea  on  the 

Lawsof  England,  4  vols.,..     12  00 

Story's  Treatise  on  the  Law  of 

Contracts,  3d  edition, 6  50 

Story's  Treatise  on  the  Law  of 

Sales 4  50 

Story's  Commentaries  on  Agen- 
cy, 4th  edition 5  00 

Story's  Commentaries  on  Bail- 
ments, eth  edition 6  00 

Story's  Commentaries  on  Bills 

of  Exchange,  2d  edition, . .       6  50 

Story's   Commentaries   on   the 

ConflictofLaws,4thed.,..       6  50 

Stoi-y's   Commentaries   on  the 

Constitution,2ded.,  2  vols.,      7  50 

Story's  Comm.  on  Equity  Juris- 
prudence, 2  vols.,  5th  ed,. .     1100 

Story's  Commentaries  on  Equity 

Pleadings,  5th  edition, 6  00 

Story's  Commentaries  on  Part- 
nership, 8d  edition, 5  50 


Story's  Commentaries  on  Pro- 
missory Notes,  8d  edition, .  $5  £0 

Story  on  the  Cons'n,  (abridged,)  3  09 

Sugden  on  Vendors  and   Pur- 

chaaera  of  Estates,  2  vols , .  1 0  00 

Sugden  on  Powers,  2  vols,  in  one,  6  00 

T. 

Tate's  Analytical  Digest  of  Vir- 
ginia Reports,  2  vols 10  00 

Tate's  American  Form  Book,..       1  26 

Taylor's  Landlord  and  Tenant, 

new  edition, g  00 

Thornton  on  Conveyancing, 4  60 

Tidd's  Practice,  by  Francis  J. 

Troubat,  2  vols 9  00 

Tillinghaat's  Forms  and  Prece- 
dents        4  00 

Troubat  &  Haley's  Penn.  Prac- 
tice, new  edition,  2  vols., . .     12  00 

Troubat  on  Limited  Partnership,      6  00 

V. 

United  States-Statutes  at  Large, 
(a  complete  Synpptical  In- 
dex to  the,)  including  those 
of  the  Slst  Congress,  royal 
_  8vo.,  10  vols 80  00 

United  States  Digest,  to  1861, 

14  vols,  royal  8 vo 78  00 

United  States  Equity  Digest,  2 

vols,  royal  8vo 12  00 

United  States  Criminal  Law,  by 

Judge  Lewis, 6  00 

V. 

Vattel's  Law  of  Nations,  notes 

by  Chitty;, 4  00 

Virginia  Criminal  Cases, 6  00 

"W. 

Walker's  American  Law, 6  00 

Walker's  Form  Book, 4  00 

Wallace's  Circuit  Court  Reports,  3  50 

Warren's  Law  Studies 8  60 

Wentworth  on  Executors 2  00 

Wharton'a  Digest  of  Pennsyl- 
vania Reports,  2  vols.,. ...  13  00 
Wharton'sAmericanCrim'lLaw,  7  00 
Wharton's  Precedents  of  Indict- 
ments,   6  00 

Wheaton's  Law  of  Nations,. . .  6  00 
Wheeler's  New-Tork  Criminal 

Cases,  3  vols 12  00 

Wigram  on  the  Law  of  Disc'y,.  8  00 

Williams  on  Executors,  2  vols.,  10  00 

Wills  on  Circumstantial  Er.,. . .  1  60 


